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11 conducted during the school years ending in 1984 and 1988, this
report assesses the informatje, persuasive, and imaginative writing
performance of the nation's students and tracks changes in
performance over time. The first three chapters of the report
describe student performance on the informative, persuasive, and
imaginative writing tasks included in the writing trend assessments,
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some progress on some tasks, students' writing performance across
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What is The Nation's Report Card?

T tit,, NATION'S RtwoRT CARt), thee National Assessment of Educational Progress INAEP), is the only
nationally representative and continuing assessment of what America's sttidents know and ran do in

various subject areas, Since 1969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathemat-
ics, science, writing, history/geography, and other fields. By making objective information On student
performance availahle to policvmakers at the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of
our nation's evaluation of the condition and progress of education. Only information related to academic
achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees the privacy of individual students and
their families,

NAEP is a congressionally malt LAted project Of the National Center for Ethication Statistics,, the 11.S.
Department of Education, The Comn.issioner of Eilucation Statistics is responsible, by law, for carrying
out the NAEP project through competite.- awards to qualified organizltions. NAEP reports directly to the
Commissioner, who is also responsihle li, providing continuing reviews, including validation studies
and solicitation of public on NAI.P's conduct and usefulness,

In 1985, Congress created the National Assessment Governing Hoard INAGlil to fOrmulate policy
guidelines for NAEP. The board is responsible for selecting the subject areas to he assessed, which may
include adding to those specified by Congress; identifying appropriate achievement goals for each age
and grade; developing assessment objectives; developing test specifications; designing the assessment
methodology; developing guidelines and standards for data analysis and for reporting and disseminating
results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national comparisons; im-
proving the form and use of the National Assessment; and ensuring that all items selected for use in the
National Assessment are free from racial, cultural, gender, or regional bias.
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OVERVIEW

tqe A'44 HIS REPORT IS based on two
national assessments of writing
proficiency conducted during
the school years ending in 1984
and 1988. In each of the assess-
ments, nationally representative

samples of students in grades 4, 8, and 11
approximately 18,000 students in all
responded to a series of writing tasks. 'lb
assess the informative, persuasive, and imagi-
native writing performance of the nation's
students, and to track changes in perform-
ance over time, the 1988 assessment included
a set of 12 writing tasks that had been ad-
ministered in 1984.' Thus, the same tasks
were given to nationally representative
samples of students at two different points in
time. Students also were asked to provide
demographic: information and to answer a
brief questionnaire about their writing expe-
riences and instruction.

Because competence in one type of writing
does not necessarily go hand in hand with

competence in another, the 1984 and 1988
assessments were designed to examine stu-
dents' abilities to engage in three types of
writing: informative, persuasive, and imagi-
native. For example, students were asked to
complete brief informative descriptions,
reports, and analyses; to write persuasive
letters and arguments; and to invent their
own stories. The papers were evaluated on
the basis of students' success in accomplish-
ing the specific purpose of each writing task
(as measured by primary trait scoring), their
relative wilting fluency (as measured by ho-
listic scoring), and their mastery of the con-
ventions of written English (as measured by
their spelling, punctuation, and grammar).

Major Findings: 1974-1988

Although the results presented here can-
not he directly linked to the results from
assessments conducted prior to 1984, the
procedures used are similar to those that
served as the basis for the previous NAEP

'11 lin.Ilicteliing repel gill witintarizr 1(11 the rnlirr y..11)1 %NA kit 1;t:3,!. aditiirtiziterecl in 1910i, inclticlinA a study t)I longer
response times kiticl ! +1+v, ral new 111(11 verb net include(' in the 198,1 ayivlistrionl.



report, Writing Trends Across the Decade,
1974-84.2 Taken together, these two reports
provide the following view of trends across
the 14-year period from 1974 to 1988.

Levels of wilting performance in 1988
appeared to be substantially the same as in
1974. Many students continued to perform at
minimal levels on the NAEP writing assess-
ment tasks, and relatively few performed at
adequate or better levels.

At the elementary school level, writing
performance has been relatively constant.
From 1974 to 1984, students evidenced in-
creased performance on sonic tasks and
decreased performance on others. From 1984
to 1988, they improved somewhat on several
tasks and did not decline on any.

At the middle school level, there have been
changes from assessment to assessment, but
the net effect over the 14-year period is one of
relative stability. Mixed trends between 1974
and 1979 were followed by consistently im-
proved performance between 1979 and 1984.
However, between 1984 and 1988, eighth-
grade students showed more declines than

gains, reducing performance to approxi-
mately the 1974 and 1979 levels.

At the high school level, there has also
been little overall change. Performance de-
creased for most tasks between 1974 and
1970 and recovered somewhat in 1984. How-
ever, from 1984 to 1988, performance changed
little on most tasks. Consequently, despite a
dip in 1979, performance between 1974 and
1988 appears to have remained quite consis-
tent.

Summary of Procedures: 1984 and 1988

To examine trends in writing achievement
from 1984 to 1988, one set of analyses, based
on primary trait scoring, focuses on the
writer's effectiveness in accomplishing each
task; it is sensitive to the writer's understand-
ing of the audience as well as to the inclusi:m
of specific features needed to accomplish the
specific purpose of that task. The primary
trait scoring criteria defined five levels of task
accomplishment: not rated, unsatisfactory,
minimal, adequate, and elaborated. General
definitions of these levels are provided on the
following page.

'Sec A!Ilitir N. Applplwi:, Judith A 1,angffi:. and 111;1 \'S /voids Amos.; dip //mach., 1974ii 11,1111(1:ton, NJ: Educational
Testing Sr, vire, National Asses(onetit of Educalalnal lh ot.tress, 19861 fin the detailed 1,(41(1 results irons 197,1 to 1984. 1 lc 1 hila Appendix
cutitains tit' figures Inuit that 111110, wlrir.I, iWMiriml the trend results for each of the tasks ittc:Ittdcd 111 the 1974 lo 1984 writing
assessments. The assessment appruarli fi inn 1974 to 1981 is 111/1SiSililli with the 19811(1 1988 trend result!, presented herein the
types of writing tasks and ,.curing utelhnl,a Ilowevei, beginning 1. N/111' expanded the unnther nt (1i111)rent kinds of tasks given
In Modell!! ( and (Imehiped new anahlic pro( edwilvs for reporting writing assessment results. This information is not available for
astiestaftents prior to 1984.
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FIGURE 1

Score

Levels of Task
Accomplishment
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CARD
ramp

4 Elaborated. Students providing elaborated responses went beyond the essen-
tial, reflecting a higher level of coherence and providing .,nore detail to support
the points made.

3

2

1

0

Adequate. Students providing adequate responses included the information
and ideas necessary to accomplish the underlying task and were considered
likely to be effective in achieving the desired purpose.

Minimal. Students wilting at the minimal level recognized some or all of the
elements needed to ,:omplete the task but did not manage these elements well
enough to assure that the purpose of the task would be achieved.

Unsatisfactory. Students who wrote papers judged as unsatisfactory pro-
vided very abbreviated, circular, or disjointed responses that did not even
begin to address the writing task.

Not Rated. A small percentage of the responses were blank, indecipherable,
or completely off task, or contained a statement to the effect that the student
did not know how to do the task; these responses were not rated.

The samples of writing generated by stu-
dents in the assessments represent their abil-
ity to proclue- first-draft writing on demand
in a relatively short time under less than
ideal conditions; thus, the guidelines for
evaluating task accomplishment are design( I

to reflect these constraints and do not require
a finished performance. Because primary
trait scoring is based on established criteria,
it is theoretically possible for all papers to be
rated at the highest level on a straightfor-
ward task, or for all papers to be scored at
the lowest levels on a particularly difficult
task. Thus, the primary trait scoring proce-
dure provides the best assessment of stn..
dents' ability to perform the task.

An analysis of the primary trait results us-
ing the Average Response Method (ARM)
provides an estimate of trends in students'
average performance across the set of tasks
for the nation and for subpopulations of stu-
dents.3

Another set of analyses, based on general
impression or holistic scoring, focuses on
the writer's fluency in responding to each
task relative to the performance of other stu-
dents at that rit,' e level. It is sensitive to a
range of different skills, including organiza-
tion, quality of content, grammar and usage,
spelling, punctuation, and word choice. In
holistic scoring, readers do not make sepa-

'Further details (buret the Average lie spouse Ninnind 1,111iNII for !waling asscssnn1 results ran lw found in liw Proc,.(lural Appendix.



rate judgments about specific aspects of writ-
ing, but instead consider the overall effect,
rating each paper on a 6-point scale based on
its general fluency relative to the other pa-
pers being evaluated. Unlike primary trail
scores, the average score for a set of papers
rated holistically will generally fall near the
midpoint of this scale.

Thus, primary trait scoring perm its year to
year and grade level to grade level compari-
sons on specific criteria applied across the
grades, while holistic scoring permits year to
year comparisons of relative fluency at each
grade. A description of the primary trait and
holistic scoring procedures and a compari-
son of results from the two methods are in-
cluded in the Procedural Appendix.

The final set of analyses, applied to a sub-
set of the papers, closely examines students'
accuracy in spelling, grammar, and punc-
tuation. (See Procedural Appendix for the
scoring scheme.)

Grade Level Findings: 1984 and 1988

Despite some progress On some tasks,
overall, students' writing performance across
tasks remains low and has changed little
across time. In both 1984 and 1988, substan-
tial ly more than half the high-school students
assessed wrote a less than adequate response
to five of the six writing tasks administeced.
Further, the extent to which students at all
grade levels value writing, use it in their own
lives, and engage in writing process activities
remains quite limited.

Grade 4. Students showed significant gains
in the percentage of responses judged ade-
quate or better on three of the six writing
tasks given at gratin 4. The relative fluency
fourth graders' responses also imrroved on
one task. No significant decreases acro,:s time

were found for any task administered at this
grade level. However, the summary analysis
across tasks indicated that the change in
average performance between 1984 and 1988
was not statistically significant'

Grade 8. Eighth graders showed signifi-
cant increases from 1984 to 1988 in the per-
centage of adequate or better responses on
two of six tasks requiring informative or per-
suasive writing, and showed improved flu-
ency on one task. However, they showed
declines on one task in the percentage of
adequate or better responses and on two
tasks in the percentage of minimal or better
responses. The declines evidenced by these
students outweighed the gains, and as a result,
students at grade 8 showed a significant de-
cline overall.

Grade H. At grade 11, there was an in-
crease in the percentage of students who
were able to write a minimal or better re-
sponse to one informative task. In addition,
fluency in response to one of the persuasive
tasks also increased. However, on average,
the writing performance of these high-school
students showed no significant change from
1984 to 1988.

Additional Highlights

Students in both assessments appeared to have
the most success on informative writing tasks that
required straightforward reports or letters. A
majority of the eighth- and eleventh-grade stu-
dents wrote responses to these tasks that were
judged adequate or hotter.

In 111/i8, students at grades and 11 improved
over their counterparts in 1984 on an informative
task rceiuiriug analysis. However, performance
remained ..cry 'inv. ()illy 13 to 1,1 percent of the
students at either grade level responded adequately
or !letter to this !ask, which asked them to com-
pare and contrast alternatives.

It ',11()(111i I,, 1:111(.(1 [hal (WC nt tin 1,1:1,', MI 1% 111i111Iii .W1111'111;11) '411111.111', `,11iIIIIII',11111;i1111', u, illlii;;11;11i11.%vriting
1111, I:m.1111,r inlnnnati,m i provicipil in flu. Proi.v(iiiral
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In lersuasive writing, fourth graders showed
improvements in their ability to convince others
and refute opposing points of view. Results for
eighth graders were mixed and performance at
grade 11 showed little change. Fel,:ar than one-
third of the students wrote responses judged ade-
quate or better to any of the persuasive tasks. Even
at grade 11, only 28 percent wrote, adequate or
better responses to the least difficult ,..3rsuasive
task.

Sixty-five percent of the fourth graders demon-
strated an understanding of the basics of slory-
telling, but only 15 percent were able to write
well-developed stories.

Black and Hispanic students appeared to show
consistent improvements at all three grade levels,
although the changes were not statistically signifi-
cant!'

For the nation as a whole, students' control of
the mechanics of written English was comparable
in 1984 and 1988, However, Black students showed
small gains in grammar, punctuatiGn, and spell-
ing relative to their White counterparts.

At all grade levels, students reported some-
what more frequent school writing assignments
in 1988 than in 1984, This was particularly true for
essays and other forms of informative and pertilla-
sive writing. However, 36 percent of the eleventh
graders reported that they had not written an
essay, composition, or theme for their English
class in the previous week.

In 1988, fourth and eighth graders reported
doing more revising than did their counterparts
in the earlier assessment; however, the use of
revising strategies reported by students in grade
11 did not appear to change across time.

Students' attitudes toward writing changed
slightly across time. In 1988, fourth and eighth

graders appeared ;o he more aware of the positive
value of writing in their lives, and eighth and elev-
enth graders reported engaging in more self-spon-
sored writing activities.

In both 1984 and 1988, students' enjoyment of
writing and their likelihood of writing outside of
school decreased as their grade level increased.
In 1988, only 26 percent of the eleventh graders
reported engaging in much writing outside of
school.

A Note on Interpretations

NAEP reports the performance of groups
of students, not individuals. The results in
this report include measures of average writ-
ing performance for groups of students and
the percentages of students responding to
the assessment tasks at different levels of
success. Because the averages and the per-
centages presented in this report are based
on samples, they are necessArily estimates.
Like all estimates based on surveys, they are
subject to sampling error as well as meas-
urement error.

NAF,P uses a complex procedure the
jackknife methodology to compute stan-
dard errors that estimate the sampling error
and other random error associated with
observed assessment results. This report
adheres to a standard convention whereby
trend differences are identified as significant
(noted with an asterisks only if they are at
least twice as large as their standard errors.
Such differences are described in this report
as "significant" improvements or declines in
the statistical sense.

ur e,tidenre of st NI imprnveinetil in the ttritiII proficiency nt Black enuntiraginA
given that the (II punt role been derreasiniyinve Mark 01111lISI,Car!. Wight
hilVI. Irll .S(11)(111 are nutti MOH! %\l'ItIllg1W11,11111IPIIT (It ,1'1111(11 Pl..; ti)

11(AVUVr, the N1111' poiluvunouri. I lilt, inclic,tte ..;gins, roll .oi than decline in their p, nlinieny,. S I linen; o1
(Mire ui hdualiimol National Center lur ducatimi Statistics, 1988 'itir'altt)11 hS(h(I tars

'Washington, 11C; liepartinent of h(Ineation, 19881,



It is important, however, to distinguish sta-
tistical significance from educational sig-
nificance. Some statistically significant dif-
ferences may not merit educational concern
and some patterns of results that are not
statistically significant may have educational
significance. Readers must use their own
knowledge and experience to decide for
themselves how important particular changes
or differences are in the real world, since
statistical conventions can aid, but not
replace, good judgment.

Interpreting the assessment results at-
tempting to put them into a real world con-

text, advancing plausible explanations, and
suggesting possibh courses o';' action will
always be an art, not a 'Iciencf3. No one can
control all the possible variables affecting a
survey. And any particular change in achieve-
ment may be explained in many ways or per-
haps not at all. The interpretive remarks in
this report represent the professional judg-
ments of NAEP staff and consultants and must
stand the tests of reason and the reader's
knowledge and experience. The conjectures
may not always he correct, but they repre-
sent a way of stimulating the debate neces-
sary to achieve a full understanding of the
results and to implement appropriate action.

Chapters One, Two, and Three of this report describe studentperformance on the dolma-
five, persuasive, and imaginative writing tasks included in the writing trend assessments,
based on the results of the primary trait and holistic analyses. Chapter Four summarizes
trends in average task accomplishment for the nation and various demographic subpopula-
tions, offering a global view of the assessment results. In Chapter Five, trends in students'
grammar, punctuation, and spelling are discussed. Finally, Chapter Six discusses factors that
appear to be related to writing performance, such as students' instructional experiences and
home environment.

10 ..k
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FIGUI'F. 1.1
Trends in Informative Writing:
Grades 4, 8, and 11
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Reporting from Personal Experience

"Job Application" required eleventh-grade stu-
dents to provide a brief description of a desir-
able summer job and to summarize their
previous experiences or qualifications for it.

More eleventh graders provided adequate
or better responses to this task than to any

TABLE 1.1

other informative task they were assigned. In
1984, 68 percent of the eleventh graders pro-
vided at least an adequate description of their
job-related experiences and 84 percent pro-
vided a description that was judged minimal
or better. The 1988 results indicate im signifi-
cant change across time in performance on
this task (see 'FABLE 1.1).

Reporting from Personal
Experience: Trends in the
Percentage of Students
at Each Level of.
Task Accomplishment

Not Rated Unsatisfactory Minimal

Job Application: Grade 11

Adequate

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Elaborated

1988 1.3 12.8 17.5 64.4 4.1
1984 1 4 14.4 16.2 65.4 2.7

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. No ,,irinificdnce test is reported when the proportion
of students at a score point is less than S. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors.

In 1988, approximately 15 percent Of the eleventh graders provided usatisfactor,y re
sponses that did not present any detail ;Wont the type of job desired. For example, the following
student response, reproduced verbatim, is typical Of such papers.

ina tsoi- j.0 Vi NIA yi± bzul t +0
oci`f, .V\o-f_d cy_k_ faid iiy fivicia._ l4)0-La
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Responses rated as minimal provided some detail, but they created no organimtional
framework for the reader to use to tit the parts together. They mentioned the kind of job
desired, but did not describe relevant hobbies, interests, or past employment. The following
student writing samples are typical.

tuiwarl. fkmo"

4,11

*was 0

ta,

wvillYiAnck ia aock".4. I-L.104:Lhd4 L;
4 I

out. busiq. alloy __A NT,L Lug,ric_sa_i_ca,,-
Vt41.42. 44N4 i lw.c.44)

Despite some progress on some tasks, overall, students' writing performance
across tasks remains low and has changed little across time.

'4441,,., 'ON 4
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Responses judged as adequate contained some information about the job desired and
presented some relevant background appropriate to the job. The following examples are
typical of the responses provided by nearly two-thirds of the eleventh graders.

ulluld JibA- /I) Ltbrt Ina vesivaioant ,or

do we/1 4 job.

Yig(Mat4)
41 AO

iaa ,1).I
.F.1. A

A.

Z.,

111101"1111ZIMMM /Ia P. .'

ikln._stabo
4.4 I 141 I 6.

lA

r11 ..1 ?rot

a A ... I 41.A' .
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In contrast, the most successful papers rated as "elaborated" provided a full descrip-
tion within a cohesive framework. In these papers, students described the desired job as well
as their qualifications and experience, and went beyond the basic elements required in an
effort to "sell" themselves. The following is an example of such a paper.

Reporting from Given Information

"Plants" required fourth-r-ade students to
summarize a science experiment depicted in
a suric.; of pictures showing different stages
of a plant's growth.

"XV?, t 'any" required fourth- and eighth.
grade students to complete a letter explaining

16

tl hit a previmisly orderer' T-shirt had not been
received and proposing a course of action.

"Appleby !louse" required fourth, eighth, and
eleventh graders to Ivrite a ii(Avspapi!r article
based on notes they were given about an
unusual haunted house.



In both assessments, there were sharp dif-
ferences at each grade level in students' per-
formance on the informative tasks that in-
volved reporting from given information. See
TABLE 1.2 below.

Fourth graders performed best in respond-
ing to the Plants task; in 1984, 84 percent
wrote at least a minimal description of a
plant's growth stages and 40 percent wrote

TABLE 1.2

responses that were judged adequate. Per-
formanc:i on this item in 1988 was virtually
unchanged.

The XYZ Company task permitted a com-
parison across grades as well as across time.
In both 1984 and 1988, the percentage of
effective responses to this task rose as ex-
pected from grade 4 to grade 8. As with the
Plants task, there was no significant change

Reporting from Given
Information: Trends in the
Percentage of Students
at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Not Rated

Plants: Grade 4

Unsatisfactory Minimal Adequate. Elaborated

1988 1.3 16.0 42.5 40.2 [Category not
1984 1,4 14.7 43,8 40.0 applicable]

XYZ Company: Grade 4

1988 2.8 52.8 8.7 35.6 [Category not
1984 3.8 50.1 8.6 37.5 applicable]

XYZ Company: Grade 8

1988 0.3 21.4* 7.5* 70.7 [Category not
1984 0.0 15.7 11.9 72.5 applicable]

Appleby House: Grade 4

1988 22 24.6 49.1-5 23.7* 0.0
1984 4.3 28.7 50.8 16.2 0.0

Appleby House: Grade 8

1988 0.3 10.2 40.) 4'1.4 1.:3

1984 0.4 9.6 44.2 44.3 1.6

Appleby House: Grade 11

1988 0.8 0.9 :37.0 52.0 1.3
1984 1.6 10.0 358 50.5 2.1

*Shov.; !;tatit,tir !tqi lc art differ t S tt.rnii vrsar, r.t !Iv. .0 level No -,idiiti( te',) is reported when the proportion of
student,-, at score point r, ley; than 5 See Data Appendix for jatIcknited !;tahuard err ors.
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across time in fourth-grade students' per-
formance on this item, while at the eighth-
grade level, the percentage of students writ-
ing at the minimal level or better declined
significantly (from 84 percent to 78 percent).
The percentage providing adequate
responses, however; did not change signifi-
cantly between 1984 and 1988.

The Appleby House task was given at all
three grades, and again the percentage of
adequate or better responses rose across the
grades. While the quality of eighth- and elev-

enth-grade students' responses to this task
did not change across time, the percentage
of fourth-grade students who wrote reports
at or above the minimal level increased sig-
nificantly (from 67 percent to 73 percent)
between 1984 and 1988, as did the percent-
age performing adequately or better (from 16
percent to 24 percent).

The following sample responses to the
Appleby House task illustrate the range of
student performance.

In the Appleby House task, students were asked to reorganize the information provided and
weave it into a report that would help the reader understand what the house is like. Some
students simply enumerated the details in the sequence in which they were given without
iIherrelating them. Such responses were rated as minimal.

ift4g.. Am;.,1141,/.1,

Jffr 0- _...;11t, 4Laca,04- iipeg.4.3447
3 6

In 1988, approximately half of the eighth and eleventh graders, as well as nearly one-quarter
of the fourth graders, provided reports judged as adequate. These responses tended to be
brief, but presented information about the house in a report format, as illustrated by the
foilown ig example.

18
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In contras'', Me most successful reports emulated a newspaper article and linked critical
details within a cohesive thematic frame in ways that both interested and informed the reader.
Unfortunately, only a handful of the students provided such reports. The following is an
example of an elaborated paper.

Ysam-f" mons:4 tArv_k_esuAL...,,,gyi-4
(..re." 447_1.1. ....r!st-..". "4.13,% 4410Cheodi et. k-us ,e__

otecurprof:S - 'Mk. et Lv-e-Gt-IN. ItsO krdd-1122 (4 6`7 ha *J-4-7-6.-----
_twsgea+ el ,../.4.4.4 of 1 b f 0 0 ,-. 5 /Lt.+. a"-1f eLkt jp j,.-e.....t-

.4ifild - 49°N . . _.. . Li 4

..1.,

t. toy 5 C4 %

C4c.

ltt_sAcr,
odd dri .3 S +14V-*ve

%.-1.4111-44052-169-11=4.
rty s4v.r '4-(7 Gtt; df A-pyeay 'tow s-*

Analytic Writing

To)il On tie vrontier" required eighth- and
clove, ill i-grade students to read a social stud-
ies passage about frontier life and then to
explain why modern-day food differs from
frontier food.

Analytic Titing is qualitatively dill'erent
from the other kinds of informative writing;
that students were asked to perfurni. Report-
ing from personal experience and from given
inibrination involves simpler descriptions of
what happened or what is while analytic
\\Tiling calls "Oran explanation of vvIly some
thing happened as it did (11 11111.' the pal'15 fit
together. bt die 1984 ir-isc;;solcut, relatively
lev students at any grade produced pieces of

analytic writing from given inlormation that
were judged adequate or better. As was seen
in Figure 1.1, 80 pm ,nt of the eighth graders
and 85 percent of the eleventh graders ap-
peared to have a grasp of the hash; elements
of analytic i.friting, yet only 9 percent and 13
percent, respectively, wrote responses at the
adequate level or better.

The trend results indicate an upward shift
in analytic vriting performance from 1984 to
1988, with significantly higher percentages of
eighth graders reaching the adequate level
and eleventh graders reaching the minimal
level, llmvever, a majority of the high-school
juniors as!;essed in 1988 some tit; percent

still failed to write an adequate analytic
paper. Further. as shown in 11; ar
1110Si HUM! 1)1'0Vided elaborated responses.
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TABLE 1.3

Analytic Writing from
Given Information:
Trends in. the Percentage of
Students at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment

THE NATION'S
REPORT mail

CARD

Not Rated Unsatisfactory

Food on the Frontier: Grade 8

Minimal Adequate Elaborated

1988 0,6 20.9 65.7* 12.5k 0.3
1984 0.8 19,2 71.3 8.5 0.2

Food on the Frontier: Grade 11

1988 1,5 8.7' 75.7 13.7 0.5
1984 1.6 13,6 71.4 12.8 0.6

*Shows statistically siiiratic ant differoi «2 between years at the .05 level. No siurificance te'a is reported when the proportion of
students at a score point is less than S. See Data Appendix for jackknifed standard errors.

In 1988, 21 percent of the eighth graders and 9 percent of the eleventh graders provided
unsatisfactory responses which either simply repeated information given in the passage or did
not reflect an understanding of how to go about the task.
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In minimal responses to the Food on the Frontier task, such as the following, students
tended to present comparisons but (lid not provide explanations about cause and effect. In
1988, nearly two-thirds of the students at grade 8 and three-quarters of the students at grade 11
provided minimal responses.

.CIEF:CoeriOtkU)C Irl%feiCO.Cai±)eidE1113.,
oft IDA

irw-er- clsqS -11r) e'fc_ tin't-ted-
Ik A 'a tin I ha Q

ita % -4
4oh a V: 41111 ta pa. ,

tisk g.11 /h
at I N14 !et Z.. '!" _PAI .

&MOW., 941110171 _A 0
IAA / " A

d. ti/e4 16.411e.I! 11. rIlLAs. -

IIMTWOMPirgOalrAM

Papers judged as adequate provided some explanation for their comparisons, but were
either uneven or sparse in their presentation. The following is typical of such responses.



In contrast, the few most successful papers went beyond the basic elements required,
weaving their analyses into an organized and elaborated whole. The following is an example of
an elaborated response to this task.

plegmjaisattert
calai_paput_sm}zivi- -12)107.02-u, cou-(24

mo-&tigAtitsvacLAIm.
423apaut 4hn k& &ea.

su-0e.

eAt,
c(ovuL. mArtoo

al4iyno:tirEODj -&4 An8kLecduAz 4_8Lkadiel 3.0/

_11(Abl#14

ftSAZSiSIA421i&i3LA2LahCiL
Cairt O4 co". mat se0A.- 4:Mid 9ve..sks2.._

aAt_thrAxvaga&otki&iztAie.
611.1dx414. trod v6octo.:.i4

4 my 11 4..

.0.49 Akteit.e.ccAgs._. Awa.kollt

.4A,eece

.o

I

4):cre.itt,:k. ,..4*4L4i ,u.)cot.t24. -arbd e ..y i .A04.1.)eu44,

41T12.11t.. ot trtc ociata. to

___712 °°'- e_: t a ° ' 0 Lam.. 4 m r._.I 4'. "LA
4L.

,A2k044 12,frie?-u aha44 do mock- itclhA-e.
isai2zze.thacil-ALJ.4n1_;01._21ahazimi._

.aN1,,46a2112.1A.__
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Holistic Analyses

Eighth- and eleventh-grade students' responses to the analytic task, Food on the Frontier,
also were scored holistically to monitor trends in relative writing fluency. As FIGURE 12
shows, from 1984 to 1988, there was no significant change in the relative fluency of students'
responses at either grade level. In both years, approximately 35 percent of the eighth graders
and slightly more than half of the eleventh graders wrote infoemative papers that were judged
as "better" it. overall fluency in comparison to the total pool of papers written by students at
that grade level (i.e., that received scores of 4, 5, or 6). Examples of papers receiving scores of
"4" on the 6-point holistic scales for grades 8 and 11 are shown below.

Grade 8

ve rtoo_) _haul) lektcfeAtuzza2

166u)1 LO radyLe
_vaparoAcG__IntEma.±L

Grade 11

A,/ 44 4.-

'4114.41 dr. it; r

.44,..44. A . 41 ALA Ala: /O

-44/4.1

,ter-,n.1 061-ra te-4_0_46

.ge dor .1116.... . 411

.41/ _Of 41411.1.9

4-.CLZamy424#eZ1'4tL4--i::;(e:Zy''*-

-4-<:?-/t ze 644 46
c4e "Pea -ezt--15

_/r",./444/ ,L1,G6

iPtd."-rrt- 6-;16.4-ey 604/21,0(
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FIGURE 12

Trends in Fluency of Informative
Writing at Grades 8 and 11:
Holistic Scores for
"Food on the Frontier" Task
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THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD
rosy

Holistic Scores: Grade 8

1988
1984

% Rated
Mean 4, 5, or 6

3.02 34.5
2.97 35.0

34.4
30.8

11111M11110111111MIEMNIMIIIIMMINI

Holistic Scores: Grade 11

1988
1984

% Rated
Mean 4, 5, or 6

3 51 53.5
3.50 53.3

I I

10 20 30

Percentage of Students
40

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. No significance test is reported when the
proportion of students at a score point Is less than S. See Data appendix for jackknifed standard errors.
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Summary

In summary, trends in students' responses to these five informative writing tasks reveal little
progrt,ss across time. In both 1984 and 1988, about two-thirds of the eleventh graders were
able to write from personal experience and supply adequate information for a job application,
but only slightly more than half were able to write an adequate newspaper report from given
information.

For fourth and eighth graders, performance in 1988 was mixed on reporting tasks based on
given information. Generally, the simpler and clearer the information provided, the more
successful students were in summarizing and presenting it. More complex material required
more complex writing strategies, which the majority of students seemed to lack. Between 1984
and 1988, changes in performance on these tasks were inconsistent. Of the tasks requiring
students to report from given information, fourth graders improved on one (the Appleby
House task). In contrast, eighth graders showed a decline on one of the two reporting tasks
given at that grade level (XYZ Company).

Some improvements were found in analytic writing. For example, eighth graders in 1988
were more likely than those in 1984 to write an adequate or better report in response to the
Food on the Frontier task, and eleventh graders were more likely to write responses that were
judged minimal or better. However, no changes at either grade level were evident in students'
relative fluency in response to this task. Also, in 1988, at grades 8 and 11, the percentage of
students writing adequate or better responses remained quite low (13 to 14 percent).
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FIGURE 2.1
Trends in Persuasive Writing:
Grades 4, 8, arid 11
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standard errors and the Procedural Appendix for information on NMI' methods for computing italidard errors.

27



Writing to Convince Others

"Spaceship" required fourth graders to form
their own points of view about whether crea-
tures from another planet should he allowed
to return home or be detained for scientific
study, and to support their points of view in
ways that would convince others to agree with
them.

"Dissecting Frogs" required eight! graders to
take a stand on the dissection of frogs in
science class, and to discuss and support their
views.

"Space Program" required eleventh graders
to adopt a point of view about whether or not
funding for the space program should be
reduced, and to write a letter to their senator
explaining their position.

As indicated in Figure 2.1, in both 1984 and
1988 the percentage of students who pro-
vided adequate or better responses to these
tasks was far smaller than the percentage

TABLE 2.1

writing minimal or better responses. Al-
though they appeared able to understand the
assignments and present their points of view,
students were generally unable to support
their ideas.

There were significant changes across time
in students' performance on two or three
"convincing" tasks (Spaceship and Dissecting
Frogs). On the Spaceship task, 25 percent of
the lburth graders assessed in 1988 were able
to take a stand and support it adequately,
compared to only 2, percent who did so in
1984. Similarly, 16 percent of the eighth grad-
ers in 1988 wrote at least adequately about
their views on frog dissection, compared to
only 11 percent who did so in 1984,

Eleventh graders' perlbrmance remained
relatively constant from 1984 to 1988 on the
Space Program task, which asked them to
write a perstiasive letter expressing their views
On funding for the space program, Trend
results fin' the various levels of task accom-
plishment are presented in "IABLE 2.1.

Writing to Convince Others:
Trends in the Percentage of
Students at Each Level of
Task Accomplishment

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Not Rated

Spaceship: Grade 4

Unsatisfactory Minimal Adequate Elaborated

1988 5 2 :33.2 36.7' 233 1 2
1984 6.9 30.0 4:3.1 19.7 0.3

Dissecting Frogs: Grade 8

1988 0.8 16.9 65.0' 15.0' 0.4
1984 1.0 14.4 73.9 10.4 0.2

Space Program: Grade 11

1988 3.2 17.5 51.5 26.0 1.0
1984 5.8 14.6 54.7 23.6 1.3

',IWO tlific1(,1;[ .()I1 t,"1 i., rcp()rtc(1 vOwil the pi ()pin !um of
,tticit.?fit,:, at a ,;core point r, thiul 5. ;(.'l! Uftt,r AppU11111X for !)tanc1,1r hirer
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An example of an unsatisfactory response to the Space Program task follows. Eighteen
percent of the high-school juniors provided similar responses that did not take a clear point of
view.

Dear Senator:

(IL 81.0 AvitIcilo
;Fact prixydsoioltALTILLifiet____________
hatc vran9f. +Iced, to ocak. Oa*.
4ont trio*

unn'marok v0121616

minx -p and

Responses that were rated as minimal took a point of view, but did not present reasons for it,
nor did they provide convincing evidence that would sway a senator's vote. The following is an
example of such a paper.

Dear Senator:

?
III I .41 bill 1 .1.
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MIMI hate reSpellSeS Ipperted the point of view presented with some reasoning or eX-
amples. In 1988, 27 percent of the students at grade 11 wrote such responses, as exemplified
below,

Dear Senator:

ree.,\ -t.ccr4t,. 0,eyit.e s+ C.,..t, t S 4%,,,,,Ac

rOf 4 INt. e5. pa et., prorytk_tA. Presytilvt

_AteAccicmr_featkel\Nkek5 , creme o. C.Lit ',t tike de fleece
p co ty ado& mere_ :Aipe:eteN,,,ct eg.plor e

Sbps.c.e. Inavk 1.0 V e. cable to 610 -0,i, b,t5s, ekmin .

CoA %,1e, Wore n Spare czypIctra-KaA

r 15ir Mss ta.

hove lost
i.`t vein

pe,opt& nn 4 dAft-C.P rT
I e -. d.,AX 6

3tNfts were Ar ne Please a.Io:J, fie

lu coAcercie

The most successful papers, although rare, provided a well-organized argument with
supporting evidence, The tHlovving is an example of an elaborated response.

Dear Senator:

_Cie2n6JaALI2S__Jf0A4t,2tisr_
yArAnd-ad-14 eL.Z.OreteL-Od41442i

' 4 .

4 -
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Writing to Refute an Opposing Position

"Radio Station" required fourth and eighth
graders to provide reasons why their class
should be permitted to visit a local radio sta-
tion despite the manager's specified concerns.

"Recreation Opportunities" required eighth
and eleventh graders to take a stand on
whether their town should purchase a rail-
road track or a warehouse as a recreation
center and to defend their choice.

"Bike Lane" required eleventh graders to take
a stand on whether or not a bike lane should
be installed in their locality, and to refute the
opposing view.

As was shown in Figure 2.1, the patterns
of student performance on the "refuting"
tasks in 1984 and 1988 were similar to those
previously observed on the "convincing oth-
ers" tasks. (TABLE 22 provides information
on levels of task accomplishment for the "re-
futing" tasks.) Far more students wrote re-
sponses at or above the minimal level than at
or above the adequate level, indicating their
ability to take a stand but their inability to
provide sufficient support to refute others'
views. The trend data revcI fluctuations at
all three grades in students' ability to per-
form the refuting tasks given. There was a
significant increase in the percentage of
fourth graders and a decrease in the per-

Writing to Refute an Opposing
TABLE 2.2 Position: Trends in the

Percentage of Students at Each
Level cm' Task Accomplishment
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Not Rated

Radio Station; Grade 4

Unsatisfactory Minimal Adequate Elaborated

1988 4.8 46.6 33.5 15.1 0.0
1984 6.9 50,0 31.7 11.3 0.1

Radio Station: Grade 8

1988 0.6 33.4* 40.8 24.8* 0.4
1984 0.2 272 41.8 30.2 0.6

Recreation Opportunities: Grade 8

1988 3.1 52.3 37.4 72 0.1
1984 2.2 47.6 40.5 9.6 0,2

Recreation Opportunities; Grada 11

1938 2.9 29.3 47.3* 19.7 0.8
1934 0.6 26.0 56.8 16.3 0.3

Bike Lane: Grade 11

1988 0.9 29.7 48.1 21.0 0.3
1984 1.7 30.7 42.7 24.3 0.6

dlly :,ignifir ant (liffvrenc e year it the .0`; level N() ic tt-4 is reported when the proportior of
students it a wore point is less, than 5. See Data Appentax for Jac Icicnifed standard err ors.



centage of eighth graders who wrote mini-
mal or better responses to the Radio Station
task. There was also a drop in the percentage
of eighth graders who wrote adequate or
better responses to this task. In 1988, more
than three-quarters of the high-school stu-
dents remained unable to write papers that
were adequate or better in response to either

the Recreation Opportunities task or the Bike
Lane task, and nearly one-third were unable
to write papers at the minimal level or better.

Substantial proportions of students wrote
unsatisfactory responses primarily be-
cause these responses did not even take a
stand, let alone support it.

Minimal responses to the Bike I.:4.ne task reflected students' inability to appeal to their
audience. These papers tended to state students' views and sometimes provided elaboration,
but did not construct a persuasive argument. The following is such an example.

Dear Council Members:
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As illustrated by the following example, papers judged as adequate took a stand for or
against the proposal and also briefly refuted some aspect of the opposing ideas.

Dear Council Members:
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Elaborated papers went beyond arguing for a particular point of view to presenting an
interrelated set of reasons to support students' positions; they also responded to the explicit
concerns of their opponeats. The following is an example of such a response.

Dear Council Members:
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Holistic Analyses

Fourth-grade students' responses to the
Spaceship task and eighth- and eleventh-
grade students' responses to the Recreation
Opportui lilies task were analyzed holistically
to evaluate differences in students' relative
fluency in persuasive writing. As FIGURE 2.2

indicates, the relative fluency of fourth grad-
ers' responses remained fairly constant from
1984 to 1988. The relative fluency of eighth
and eleventh graders' responses, on the other
hand, showed significant improvement.

FIGURE 22

Trends in Fluency of Persuasive
Writing at Grade 4: Holistic
Scores for "Spaceship" Task
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FIGURE 22
(continued)

Trends in Fluency of Persuasive
Writing at Grades 8 and 11:
Holistic Scores for
"Recreation Opportunities" Task
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Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. No significance test is reported when
the proportion of students at a score point Is less than 5. See Data Appendix for Jackknifed standard errors.
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The following letter about whether space creatures should be allowed to return home
(Spaceship task) was given a relative rating of "4" on the 6-point holistic scale.

Grade 4

Following are examples of eighth and eleventh grade persuasive papers holistically rated as
"4". These papers were written in response to the Recreation Opportunities task requiring stu-
dents to elaborate on why the town should purchase an abandoned warehouse or railroad
track.
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Summary

In both 1984 and 1988, a majority of the students at all three grade levels were able to write
at least minimal responses to most of the persuasive tasks. Far fewer st!idents, however, wrote
at the adequate level, which required sui porting points of view with evidence and reasoning.

Two types of persuasive writing tasks were included in the assessment: those that asked
students to convince others to adopt a point of view and those that required them to refute an
opposing point of view. For the "convincing' tasks in 1988, both fourth and eighth graders
showed significant improvement in the percentage of responses judged adequate or better.
Eleventh graders also improved on this type of task, although not significantly so. Even in 1988,
however, adequate or better performance was demonstrated by only 16 to 28 percent of the
students across the three grade levels.

Fourth graders also showed improvement in refutation, with significantly more students
providing minimal or better responses in 1988 than in 1984. Eighth-grade students, however,
declined significantly on one of their two refutation tasks. Whereas 73 percent of the students
in 1984 were able to write a convincing letter about visiting a radio station, only 66 percent did
so in 1988. No significant change in performance was evident on the other refutation task given
to students at grade 8 or on the two tasks of this nature! given at grade 11. Even at grade 11, four-
fifths of the students did not respond adequately to the "refuting" tasks in either assessment.

In viewing responses to the six persuasive tasks overall, it appears that fourth graders were
somewhat better persuasive writers in 1988 than they were in 1984, eighth graders were better
at convincing and somewhat worse at refuting, and eleventh graders remained approximately
the same in both kinds of persuasive writing. In addition, both eighth and eleventh graders did
show increased fluency on one of their refutation tasks. Taken together, these trend results
indicate that some progress has been made across time. However, equally striking in these
findings is that in 1988, a vast majority of high-school juniors still could not write a persuasive
paper that was judged adequate to influence others or move them to action.
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CHAPTER THREE

IMAGINATIVE. WRITING Al 3,OWS us
t( parti(ci); ate in the literary experi-
ence, When engaging ilk imaginative
writing, we step into a visionary
world of ideas, images, and sounds.
Wiled ter tvriting personal stories of

pain and triumph or fictional tales of ilitt+r-
phmetary visits, the goal is to create a mo-
mentary reality that is apart iroin the every-
day, As with the other types of vvrithig, imagi-
native %,vriting can he more or less formal,
academic, or complex.

The fifllowing imagniative writing task was
presented at the fourth grad( level in the
1984 and 1988 writing trend assessments,

"Flashlight" required fourth graders to write it
story about their imagined adventures with it
flashlight that had special powers.

The percentiles of students %vim wrote,
papers that were judged minimal or hotter
and adequate or hetter III 1984 and 1988 are
1)11)V1(1,3(1 ill FICallii';
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FIGURE 3.1 Trends in Imaginative
Writing: Grade 4

ill Flashlight

Grade 4

Percentage at or above
"Minimal" Level

0

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD r
Percentage at or above
"Adequate" Level

100 o too

65.1
632

14.3'
0.6

1988 MilliMMI
1984

Shows statistically significant difference between years at the level. See the Data Appendix for jackknifed standard
errors and the Procedural Appendix for information on NAEP methods for computing standard errors.

Fourff, graders found it difficult to write
well-developed stories. In 1984, 55 percent of
these young students seemed to grasp the
basic elements of storytelling, but only 9 per-
cent were able to develop their stories suc-
cessfully. The 1988 data indicate progress in
storywriting: however, as 14 percent of the
students were able to write at the adequate
level or better -- a significant increase. The
percentage of responses judged minimal or

TABLE 3.1

42

better did not change across the four-year
period.

The trend results for each levtl of task
accomplishment for this storytelling task are
presented in 3.1. They reflect the rise
in adequate papers in 1988, but also reveal
that only a handful of fourth graders wrote
elaborated narratives.

Imaginative Writing:
Percentage of Students at Each
Level of Task Accomplishment

Not Rated Unsatisfactory

Flashlight: Grade 4

1988 1.7
19134 0.9 :35.9

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Minimal Adequate Elaborated

50 9
54.6

1:3.0'
0.5

0.4
0.1

(111frim the' N().,((inil((,(n« ((-,t 15 report( I when the proportion at
fitudonts At a score mint 15-, as than 5. See Data Appendix On jar.11;nifi:(1 stAnclArd (mars.



In 1988, one-third of the students in grade 4 did not tell a story in response to the Flashlight
task, The following is typical of these unsatisfactory responses.

Students providing responses at the minimal level seemed to understand the imaginative
characier of the Flashlight task, hut were unable to carry it out At this level, students
attempted a story, but provided only a hare outline with little detail. Sometimes they rambled
or offered list of details or events, with no point or organization. The following is an example
of a paper rated as minimal.
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The following is an example of ir i adequate paper. This type of response reflected the story-
teller's obligation to develop a plot and elaborate it with details, including events, characters,
and setting. However, the plots tended to be thin or inconsistently developed.
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In contrast, the most successful stories developed c:ear aid consistent situations and
explicitly indicated the writer's attitudes and feelings. Elaborated papers offered a plot with
appropriate details, as in the following example.
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Holistic Analyses

As shown in FIGURE 32, the relative flu- responses that were judged relatively better
ency of fourth graders' written responses to was also higher in 1988 than in 1984, but the
the Flashlight task improved significantly difference 1A/as not statistically significant.
between 1984 and 1988. The percentage of

FIGURE 3.2

Trends in Fluency of Imaginative
Writing at C "de 4: Holistic
Scores for "iridshlight" Task
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Although fourth-grade students had difficulty writing well-developed stories,
there was a significant increase between 1984 and 1986 in the percentage of
students who wrot- at the adequate level or better.
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The following is an example of a "Flashlight" stay rated as "4" on the 6-point holistic scale.

Summary

Although fourth-grade students had difficulty writing well-developed stories, there was a
significant increase between 1984 and 1988 in the percentage Of students who wrote at the
adequate level or better, There was also significant improvement in the overall fluency of the
students' writing (based on the same Flashlight task), In 1988, Gr-, percent of the students at
grade 4 purtnrrned at Inc minimal level or better, providing resiHmses that at least attempted
the basic, task of storytelling. Fourteen percent were able to develop thcir stories, structuring a
plot and supplying appropriate details,

I lowever, similar to tIi results for informative and twilit lasive writing, the levels of achieve-
ment %%/ere relatively low.
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CHAPTER FOUR

rid:0 i1t
;
1#1

0 COMPARE OVERALL writing
performance across time and
to examine the performance of
subgroups, NAEP used the Av-
erage Response Method (ARM)
to estimate how well the stu-

dents in each grade would have done if they
had taken 11 of the 12 writing tasks included
in the trend assessment.° Data on the average

TABLE 4.1

writing achievement of students in grades 4,
8, and 11 were summarized on a common
scale that ranges from 0 to 400.

The national results in TABLE 4.1 reveal no
statistically significant changes in average
writing performance at grades 4 and 11 from
1984 to 1988, and a significant decline at
grade 8.

National Trends in
Average Writing Proficiency

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Grade Year

Average
Proficiency

4 1988 173.3 (1.3)
1984 170.5 (1.7)

8 1988 208.2 (0,8)*
1984 212.4 (1.4)

11 1988 220.7 (1.2)
1984 223.0 (2.1)

Show 5 !,tittr,tr ally :0(111111/ ant difference between years at the .05 level. Jackknifed

standard errors are presented in parentheses.

'1)1 till' I?. ti:, in lie' el .0111111110111111.gralli.!,11111(.111;:ditp.ffil ili111111\ P11111, OT, ill11111111i1VP

11111 in. lliclin11.11 ii the AIi\t analysis Iwcakra it was athitinistere(1 to sti)aratv of tiititients.
information is provided in
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The following tables summarize trends in
average writing proficiency for various demo-
graphic subgroups. In viewing these trends,
it should be noted that the distributions of
performance overlap considerably for the
populations being compared. For example,
some males were among the best writers
and some females were among the poorest
writers. (Distributions for subgroups of stu-
dents are included in the Data Appendix.)

TABLE 4.2 displays the differing trends in
average performance for subgroups defined
by race/ethnicity and gender. Changes in
performance for White students most closely
resemble the national profile, with a signifi-
cant decline at grade 8 between 1984 and
1988 and no significant changes at grades 4
or 11. The average writing proficiency of Black
and Hispanic stu . ants remained stable across
time at all three grades. As a result, the per-
formance gap between these minority
students and their White counterparts was

reduced slightly at grade 8 and unchanged at
the other grades. 'I'he results indicate that
overall, the gap in writing performance
between these minority students and their
White counterparts remained large. In 1984
and 1988, Hispanic and Black eleventh grad-
ers wrote less well than their eighth-grade
White counterparts.

In the results by gender, females at all
grades performed noticeably better than
males. Between 1984 and 1988, the average
writing performance of fourth-grade girls
increased significantly, while the perform-
ance of boys remained essentially the same.
At grade 8, males' writing proficiency declined
while females' did not. Eleventh graders'
writing performance remained the same
across the four-year period for both males
and females. These patterns served to slightly
increase females' average advantage at grades
4 and 8.

TABLE 4.2

Trends in Average Writing
Proficiency by Race/Ethnicity
and Gender

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD
Kemp

Hace/Ethnicity Year
Average Proficiency

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11

White 1988 180.0 (1.6) 213.1 (1.0)* 225.3 (1.3)
1984 177.2 (1.9) 217.9 (1.5) 229.1 (2.1)

Black 1988 150.7 (3.1) 190.1 (2.3) 206.9 (2.6)
1984 148.2 (4.0) 188.3 (4.1) 204.2 (4.1)

Hispanic 1908 162.2 (3.6) 197.2 (3.2) 202.0 (3.2)
1984 157,9 (4.5) 194.2 (6.9) 200.6 (4.6)

Gender

Male 1908 164.3 (1.9) 197.9 (1.4)* 211,1 (1.5)
1984 165.0 (2.7) 204.5 (2.4) 211.9 (3.0)

Female 1988 182.4 (1.6)* 218.2 (1.1) 229.2 (1.4)
1984 176.7 (1.9) 220.5 (1.5) 234.5 (2.4)

,,tatistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. Jackknifed standard errors are presented
in parentheses.
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TABLE 4.3 summarizes overall perform-
ance by region. Between 1984 and 1988, writ-
ing performance in the Northeast remained
unchanged at grades 4 and 11 and declined
significantly at grade 8, This decline appeared
to eliminate the previous advantage held by
eighth graders in the Northeast over their
counterparts in the other three regions of the

country. In the Southeast and West, students
showed slight fluctuations in performance
across time, although none of the gains or
losses was significant. In the Central region,
writing performance improved significantly
at grade 4 and remained steady at grades 8
and 11.

TABLE 4.3
Trends in Average Writing
Proficiency by Region

Region

Northeast

Southeast

Central

West

THE NATION'S
REPORT re-rin

CARD

Average Proficiency
Year Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11

1988 174.8 (4.0)
984 179.1 (2.7)

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

171.3 (2.6)
168.7 (4.0)

178.2 (1.9)*
169.4 (3.3)

169.8 (2.9)
166.8 (3.8)

209.3 (1.9)*
219,5 (4.2)

209.7 (2.0)
211,6 (2.0)

204.3 (2.5)
208.6 (1.8)

209,6 (2.1)
210.5 (3.2)

224.5 (2.9)
226,3 (2.6)

221.3 (1.6)
222.1 (4.4)

? i 8.8 (3.1)
225.1 (2.4)

219.1 (1.9)
218.2 (3.2)

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level. Jackknifed standard ern- rs are presented
in parentheses.

Summary

The results (fl NAEP's analysis of trends in average writing achievement from 1984 to 1983
reveal few dramatic shifts. Tliere were no significant changes in overall writing proficiency at
grades 4 and 11. However, the average proficiency of eighth-grade students dropped signifi-
cantly. In examining the achievement trends for various sulipopulations, it appears that
performance declines among White students, males, and students from Lhe Northeast region
contributed to the national decline at grade 8. In addition, females and students from the
Central region showed a significant increase in writing proficiency at grade 4. Black and
Hispanic students tended to show consistent ii apron. ments at all three grade levels, although
the changes were not statistically significant. Differences in average proficiency between
subgroups remained strong at all three grade levels in both assessments, with females
outperforming males and White students outperforming; Black and Hispanic students.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Trends in
Grammar, Punctuation,

and Spelling
IT0 EXAMINE STUDENTS' ability
to adhere to the conventions of
written English, one task at each
grade was selected for further
analysis. The tasks chosen were
Spaceship at grade 4 and Rec.

reation Opportunities at grades 8 and 11. Na-
tionally representative sub-ampler of papers
were drawn from the tota. national sample
to permit a detailed analysis of writing me-
chanics; in addition to measures of overall
quality, each paper was analyzed for a variety
of aspects of spelling, word choice, puctua-
tion, and syntax. Details on the mechanics
scoring procedures are provided in the Pro-
cedural Appendix.

Trends in Overall
Characteristics of the Papers

As children gain control of written Eng-
lish, they should he able to use a larger
number of words in d growing number of

sentences, with relatively greater ease and
fewer errors. TABLE 5.1 summarizes trends
in the general characteristics of the papers at
each grade. (Since the fourth-grade data are
based on a different writing task, compari-
sons of the results for grade 4 to those for
grades 8 and 11 are not appropriate.) In addi-
tion to means and standard errors for each
measure, the table includes percentiles to
show how these characteristics were distrib-
uted. For example, the 25th percentile fof
number of words per paper estimates the
numbc of words that was exceeded by 75
percer of the population, but not exceeded
by the remr.ining 25 percent.

At all three grades, papers written in 1988
worn slightly longer than those written in
1984, although hone of the changes observed
was ;:igniticant. As expected, the length ci'
students' papers it 'creased steadily acros5
grades. In 1988, eleventh graders wrot: 3 more
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TABLE 5.1
Trends in the Characteristics
of Papers for the Nation
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Grade 4

Number of words Grade 8

Grade 11

Grade 4

Word length Grade 8

Grade 11

Grade 4

Number o'!
Grade 8

sentences

Grade 11

Grade 4

Number of words
per sentence Grade 8

Grade 11

Grade 4

Number of errors Grade 8

Grade 11

Grade 4

Error rate Grade 8

Grade 11

Year Mean 25th
1988 36.2 (1,6) 19.4

1984 33.5 (1.0) 20.0

198E 70.9 (2.4) 44.4

1984 66.6 (1.9) 40.2

1988 96 4 (2.5) 62.9

1984 92.6 (2.4) 57.9

1988 4.0 (0.1) 3.7

1984 3.9 (0.1) 3.7

1988 4.1 (0.1) 3.7

1984 4.1 (0.1) 3.8

1988 4.3 (0.1) 3,8

1984 4.3 (0.1) 3.8

1988 2,8 (0.2) 1.3

1984 2.7 (0.1) 1.3

1988 5.3 (0.3) 2.7

1984 4.7 (0.3) 2.3

1988 6.1 (0.2) 3.9

1984 5.7 (0.2) 3.5

1988 15 2 (0.6) 9.1

1984 14.8 (0,4) 9.3

1988 16.6 (0.5) 11.7

1984 17.1 (0.4) 12.3

1938 17.8 (0,4) 14.1

1984 18.1 (0.5) i 3.8

1988 5.2 (0.3) 2.2

1984 4.9 (0.2) 2.0

1988 7.0 (0.5) 2.8

1984 6.3 (0.5) 2.4

i 988 6.0 (0.5) 2.3

1984 6.1 (0.2) 2.9

1988 17.7 (1.4) 7.6

1984 16.:i (0.7) 7.3

1988 11.8 (1.3) 4.7

1934 10.5 (0.9) 4.5

1988 8. i (1.1) 2.8

1984 7.7 (0.4) 3.5

Percentiles

50th 75th
31,6 46.8

29.7 41.2

65.0 94.1

57.8 87.3

92.0 123.2

83.2 122.5

4.0 4.3

4.0 4.3

4.0 4.3

4.0 4.3

4.2 4.6

4.2 4.6

2.3 3.7

2.2 3,4

4.4 6.9

3.9 6.0

5.6 7.4

5.2 7.3

12.4 17.6

12.6 17.9

14.4 17.9

15.2 18.9

16.8 19.6

16.1 20.2

4.0 6.9

3.8 6.4

5.4 8.7

4.4 7.8

4.6 7.4

4.8 7.7

13.2 21.4

1 : ;.5 21.1

8.4 13.9

7.5 12.4

5.0 8.3

6.0 9,8

90th
63.8

60.3

120.2

118.1

156.9

157.3

4.5

4.5

4.5

4.6

5.1

5.2

5.2

5.1

9.2

8,4

10.0

10.2

27.0

25.2

24,3

26.6

24.3

25.5

10,4

10.4

12.5

12.2

11.6

12.6

36.9

32.9

19.6

18.7

12.8

14.2

Not,. "- chflerenr:e at the 05 level lirkkniteri siandard errors are presented in parentheses. Dr- for

grade 4 are 1.)._ 4 nn a different writing task than data for grades 8 and I 1 .
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than two and a half times as many words and
twice as many sentences to the Recreation
Opportunities task as fourth graders did to
the Spaceship task. Word length Ian index of
vocabulary) and average number of words
per sentence Ian index of sentence complex-
ity) showed no changes between 1984 and
1988 at any of the three grades.

The total number of errors and the num-
ber of errors per 100 words also showed no
change at any grade across the four-year
period. The distribution of errors across the
percentiles in both assessment years indi-
cates that most students made some errors,
and it seems reasonable to expect this in
first-draft writing. It may be that error rates
would be even lower if students were given
more time to look for and correct their errors,

The Data Appendix contains the results
summarizing trends for papers that were
rated "adequate or better" or "minimal or
below' in task accomplishment, and for those
that were rated "4, 5, or 6" or "1, 2, or 3" in
relative fluency, The less effective papers in
task accomplishment at grade 8 showed a
significant increase in both the number of
sentences and the number Ferrol's, while at
both grades 4 and 8, the more effective pa-
pers showed a decrease in the number of
errors per 100 words, The more effective
papers at grade 8 also showed a significant
increase a the number of words. There were
no significant shifts at any grade level in the
characteristics of papers rated higher or
lower in relative n-ueituy.

Trends In Control of Sentence Structure

Students' control of syntax is reflected in
the types of errors that surface in the sun-
tences they create, 'fo examine changes ii( TOSS
time in students' command of set )(once struc-
ture, four types of sentence errors 'ani-
ons, fragments, awkward sentences, and
sentences with agreement errors were
marked in the 1084 and 1088 papers.

As shown in TABLE 5,2, there were no sig-
nificant changes across time at any grade in
the percentage of papers containing run-on
sentences, sentences with agreement errors,
or fragments. In both years, the frequency of
these errors across the percentiles indicates
that they were relatively uncommon. Half of
the papers at grade 4 contained no run-on
sentences, and 75 percent contained no frag-
ments or sentences with agreement errors.
At grades 8 and 11, three-quarters of the
papers contained virtually none of these tykes
of errors.

Awkward sentences appeared to be a more
pervasive problem at all three grades, how-
ever. In 1988, 38 percent of the sentences in
eighth graders' papers were considered
awkward a significant increase since 1984.
In comparison, at grade 11, the percentage of
awkward sentences decreased across time,
from 31 to 24 percent. At grade 4, the per-
centage of these sentences dropped slightly
across time, but the change was not signifi-
cant.

The trends in sentence errors for good
and poor papers revealed no consistent
themes (see Data Appendix). In the eighth-
grade papers that were rated good in task
accomplishment, run-on sentences and sen-
tences with agreement errors were less
common in 1988 than in 1984; however, there
was a rise in the percentage of awkward sen-
tences in the more fluent papers at this grade.

papers tnat were ratedIn the
poor in task accomplishment, awkward sen-
tences were less common in 1988 than in
1984, There were no significant changes
across time in the frequency of sentence er-
rors in the good or poor papers written by
fourth graders,

. . . it is clear that most students
were able to control the conventions
of written English.

1111MININK 111111111111111111=1111MMIMMI



Trends in Sentence
Errors for the Nation
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Percentage run-on sentences

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Percentage sentence fragments

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Year Mean

1988 17.0 (2.0)

1984 15.8 (1.5)

1988 8.4 (1.3)

1984 7.3 (0.8)

1988 4.1 (0.9)

1984 4.9 (0.7)

1988 5.0 (1.0)

1984 3.3 (0.5)

1988 4.0 (0.6)

1984 3.7 (0.6)

1988 2.9 (0.5)

1984 3.2 (0.4)

Percentage sentences with agreement errors

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Percentage awkward sentences

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

1988 3.3 (0.6)

1984 4.1 (0.7)

1988 3.2 (0.6)

1984 3.4 (0.6)

1988 2.4 (0.4)

1984 3.0 (0.5)

1988 31.0 (2.5)

1984 24.8 (2.1)

1988 37.8 (1.8)*

1984 32.1 (1.5)

1988 23.9 (1.4) *

1984 31.3 (1.7)

Percentiles

2Sth 50th 7Sth

0.1 0.2 24.3

0.1 0.2 24.8

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.5

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.3

0.1 0.1 0.4

0,1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0,3

0.1 0.1 0.3

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.4

0.1 0.1 0.3

0.1 0.1 0.3

0.1 16.6 50.2

0.1 10.4 49.5

0.6 :32.9 50.4

0.3 25.3 49,9

02 17.1 37.1

0.5 25.0 49.8

90th

67.3

50.3

32.6

25.3

14.4

20.1

24.8

10.5

16.9

16.9

14.1

14.8

5.5

7.6

11.7

12.1

7.7

10.0

99.9

99.8

99.7

99.6

59.8

74.7

*Shows si tsocally significant difference hetween years at the .05 level. Jackknifed standard errors are presented In
parentheses. Data for grade 4 are based on a different writing task than data for grades ft and 11.



Trends in Control of
Word-Level Conventions

Students' control of word-level conventions
is reflected in their spelling, capitalization,

and word choice errors, which are summa-
rized in TABLE 5.3.

Trends in Word-Level
Errors for the Nation
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Percentage mIsspellod words

Year

Percentiles

Mean 25th 50th 75th 90th

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Percentage word-choice errors

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Percentage capitalization errors

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

9.1 (0.7)
8.6 (0.5)

4.3 (0.3)
3.9 (0.3)

2.3 (0.3)
2.4 (0.2)

0.6 (0.1)
0.8 (0.1)

0.9 (0.1)
0.8 (0.1)

0.7 (0.1)
0.7 (0.1)

0.8 (0.3)
0.8 (0.1)

0.6 (0.2)
0.6 (02)

0.4 (0.2)
02 (0.1)

2.3
2.3

0.7
0.4

0.3
0.4

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

6.6
6.7

2.9
2.7

1,4
1.6

0.1
0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.1
0.1

0.1
0.1

12.3
12.3

5.9
5,2

2.9
3.5

0,1

0.2

0.2
0.2

0.2
0.1

0.3
0.4

0.4
0.3

0.3
0.3

22.8
18.9

9.6
9.4

5.0
6.1

0.1

0.2

0.2
0.2

0.2
0.1

1.5

1.9

0.8
0.5

0.5
0.5

Note: No statisbcally sicinifirant difference betwren yeai,i at the .O level. Jackknifed standai d errors are presented in parentheses. Data
for grade 4 are based on zi different writing task than data for grades 8 and 11.

Across the grodes, the percentages of leis
spelled xvords Ill zitudenis' papers xvere coin-
parahle in 1984 and 1988. Stm lents in grade 4
misspelled an average of 9 percent of the

words they used, and even the hiller spellers
Ma', 25 percent whose popers had the Imvest
misspellings) misspelled op 10) 2 percent oi
their Millis. At /load(' II, Students averaged



only Z percent misliellings overall, and the
best spellers had reduced their spelling er-
rors to less than 1 percent. Errors in word
choice and capitalization were rare across
the grades, and there were no significant
changes in the rate of these errors between
1984 and 1988. In the Data Appendix, these
data are presented separately for papers rated
as "good" and "poor." At grade 4, spelling
improved significantly across tinu'! in the
more effective papers. As with the results for
students' papers overall, errors in capitaliza-
tion and word choice were relatively rare in
both "good" and "poor" papers.

Trends In Control of Punctuation

Punctuation was analyzed in terms of both
the: particular marks that students used cor-
rectly or incorrectly and the marks that
should have been used when punctuation
was omitted. Trends in punctuation uses and
omissions are summarized in TABLE 5.4 for
the nation and percentiles.

The patterns of punctuation errors found
in the 1988 papers were comparable to those
found in the 1984 papers. In general, most
students made few errors in punctuation,
though the 10 percent most error-prone
papers had 4 or more punctuation errors
per 100 words, even at grade 11. Students
were much more likely to omit a punctua-
tion mark than to use a particular mark in-
correctly.

In examining trends in punctuation errors
across the grades for good and poor papers
(see Data Appendix), the pattern of changes
appears inconsistent. At grades 4 and 8, less
effective and more effmAive papers included
approximately the same number of punctua-
tion errors and omissions per 100 words in
1988 as in 19M. At grade 11, however, the
more effective papers appeared to deterio-
rate slightly in their use of punctuation, with

more omissions and total errors per 100
words.

Trends In Subgroup Performance

Iii addition to studying trends in writing
mechanics for the nation, NAEP examined
trends in the performance of subgroups de-
fined by race/ethnicity and gender.' For the
most part, the changes across time in sub-
group performance paralleled those for the
nation as a whole, though with some vari-
ations in which groups showed the most
change. These results are found in the Data
Appendix. Trends in the overall characteris-
tics of the papers in spelling, word choice,
capitalization, and punctuation are of
particular interest.

General Characteristics of the Papers.
Black eleventh graders krisessed in 1988 wrote
responses that were significantly longer than
those written by their counterparts in 1984,
as reflected in the number of words gener-
ated. However, there was also a significant
increase in the number of sentences they
wrote and a decrease in the length of their
sentences. There were no significant changes
from 1984 to 1988 in the overall charicteris-
tics of papers written by Black fourth or eighth
graders, nor by White students at any grade.

The trends for males and females appeared
similar. The only significant change found
for these groups was an increase in the length
of responses for eighth-grade females.

At all grades and in both years, Black stu-
dents tended to write fewer words than White
students; at grades 8 and 11, they also wrote
fewer sentences. The differences at grade 11
were reduced across time, however, Simi-
larly, males at all duce grades tended to write
fewer words than females and at grades 8
and 11, fewer sentences, as well, The gender
differences at grade 11 in these measures
were reduced across time.

'1 he sotiilde size is insufficient to permit reliable estimates Iii r ,Isinti.Atiimirati, nr ()they :;ii1)141.okii)s (kilned hy rare or



TABLE 5,4
Trends in Punctuation
Errors for the Nation

Total punctuation errors per 100 words

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Punctuation omitted per 100 words

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Wrong punctuation per 100 words

Grade 4

Grade 8

Grade 11

Year

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1988
1984

1968
1984

Mean

3.1 (0.41
2.7 (0.2)

1.8 (0.2)
1.9 (0.1)

1.9 (0.3)
1.7 (0.1)

2.9 (0.4)
2.4 (0.2)

1.5 (0.2)
1.4 (0.1)

1.5 (0.3)
1.4 (0 1)

0.2 (0.1)
0.3 (0.1)

0.4 (0.1)
0.4 (0.1)

0.4 (0.1)
0.4 (0.0)
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Percentiles

25th 50th 75th 90th

O. i 1.2 4.3 7.8
0.1 0.5 4.4 7.4

0.1 0.9 2.8 5.0
0.1 1.2 2,7 4.5

0.3 1.2 2.4 4.1

0.2 1.1 2.4 4.4

0.1 0.5 4.0 7.4
0.1 0.4 4.0 7.2

0.1 0 S 2.2 4.2
0.1 0.6 2.1 4.1

0.1 0.1 1.9 3.3
0.1 0.7 1.9 3.8

0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5
0.1 0.1 0.3 0.5

0.1 0.1 0.4 1.5

0.1 0.1 0.5 1.8

0.1 0.2 0.6 1.6

0.1 0.1 0.4 1.4

Note: No statem ally significant dilferem helve( on yea's at the .05 levr,I. :Jackknifed standard errors are presented in parentheses.
Data for gulch 4 are based on a dement writing task than data for grades f3 and 1 1.

Sentence Structure. xvi,re no sig-
nificant gains or declines across time in the
frequency of trill -Ott s:!ntene(ni or fragments
in the papers 'written by any ()I' the sultpopu-

lations examined. Ilmvever, in each .},ear,
there vere significant differences between
various subgroups in the frequency of these,
errors. While in 1984 the papers of Black
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eleventh graders included significantly more
fragments than those of their White peers,
the difference was diminished by 1988. In
that assessment, though, the papers written
by Black students contained a significantly
higher percentage of run-on sentences than
the papers of White students. There were no
significant differences between males and
females in the frequency of sentence errors
in either year.

Word-Level Errors. Improvements in
capitalization and word choice were small
for all subgroups, necessarily so because of
the low rate of these errors to begin with.
The most significant change across time was

Summary

an improvement in capitalization in the pa-
pers written by Black eighth graders.

Punctuation Errors. While Black elev-
enth graders showed significant improve-
ment in punctuation skills between 1984 and
1988, there were no significant changes across
time for White students at any of the three
grades. The only significant change in punc-
tuation errors for males and females was a
rise in the rate of punctuation omission:,
among fourth-grade girls. At this grade, fe-
male and White students tended to make
fewer punctuation errors than their male or
Black peers, but these differences were di-
minished by grade 8.

In 1984 and 1988, it is clear that most students were able to control the conventions of
written English. If many fourth graders still have difficulties with spelling and with some
aspects of grammar and usage, most of these problems disappear by grade 11. Even the best
papers written for the assessment contained some errors, and these are to be expected in first-
draft writing.

Generally, the errors that were most frequent for a particular group of students or at a
particular grade level were found in the papers written by only a small proportion of those
students. Thus, while focused instruction in the conventions of written language may he
necessary for certain individuals or subpopulations of students, additional whole-class drill
and practice is not likely to be useful to the majority of students.

Detailed analyses of the performance of fourth, eighth, and eleventh graders suggest there
have been few changes in their mastery of' conventions between 1984 and 1988. Overall, the
papers in 1988 seemed to be slightly longer, but error rates remained relatively constant. The
most consistent trends in performance occurred for Black students, who improved slightly on
matey of these measures, even when the performance of their White peers remained constant
or fell slightly.
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CHAPTER SIX

Trends in
Attitudes,

Writing
Behaviors,

and instruction.
N ADDITION TO PROVIDING re-
sponses to various writing tasks, stu-
dents participating in the 1984 and
1938 writing assessments were asked
to c(.nnplete a series of questions
relate ! to their attitudes toward writ-

ing, their ahility to manage the writing proc-
ess, and their instructional environment.
chapter will summarize trends in their re-
sponses to these questions.

Learning to Value Writing

One set of questions asked students about
the value they ))laced 00 writing, their atti-
tudes toward their writing, and the ways in
which they used with gg in their lives.

Value Placed on Writing. questions deal-
ing with the value placed on writing asked
students to what extent they agreed with state-
ments such as "Writing helps me think more
clevrly," "Writing helps tell others what I
think," and "People who write well have a
hetter chance of getting good jobs." Their
responses are presented in 'IMRE 6.1.

For eleventh graders, there were no sig-
nificant increases from 1984 to 1988 in the
percentage who reported that they valued
writing in the ways mentioned. However,
there were significant increases in the per-
cenutges of tburth and eighth-grade students
who acknowledged that they valued writing
in certain ways. Students in these grades were
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TABLE 6.1
Trends in the Value
Placed on Writing

THE NATION'S
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Statements About Writing

Writing helps me to think
more clearly.

Writing helps me tell others
what I think.

Writing helps iz ts'i others
how I feel.

Writing helps me understand
my own feelings.

Writing can help me
get a good job.

Writing helps me
share my ideas.

Writing helps me to show people
that I know something.

People who write well have a
better chance of getting
good jobs.

People who write well
are more influential.

Year

Percentage of Students
Reporting the Statements as True

More than Half the Time

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11

1988 44.0 46.8
1984 44.5 52.4

1988 53.3 57.2
1984 52.1 55.3

1988 54.1 58.2
1984 50.1 55.4

198L 44./ 48.5
1984 40.2 47.3

1988 44.6* 52,3* 52.3
1984 33.6 40.2 52.9

1988 60.9 59.1 63.3
1984 52.9 52.2 61.6

1988 (36.9 64.7* 64.2
1984 62.5 54.8 58.3

1988 50.2 55.6
1984 47.0 54.4

1988 54.5* 58.3
1984 49.2 54.2

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.
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significantly more likely in 1988 than in 1984
to agree that writing would help them get a
good job, and eighth graders were -also more
likely to agree with the statement: "Writing
helps me to show people that I knr w some-
thing" and "People who write well are more
influential."

In 1984 and 1988, the responses suggest
that writing is valued by only about half the
students at each grade level assessed, and
that their views do not change dramatically
as they progress through school.

To explore the relationship between the
value students place on writing and their
writing proficiency, responses to the ques-
tions above were used to create a composite
variable reflecting the value placed on writ-
ing overall.' TABLE 6.2 presents the percent-
ages of students reporting a low, medium,
and high value for writing, and the average
writing proficiency of each group.

There were significant changes across time
in eighth graders' responses to specific ques-
tions on the value of writing, and as a result,
their responses to the combined set of items
reveal a significant rise in the percentage of
students who placed a high value on writing.
Conversely, there were no significant in-
creases in the percentage of eleventh grad-
ers responding positively to individual ques-
tions on the value of writing, and the value
they placed on writing overall did not change.
At grade 11, students whose responses indi
cated that they valued writing the most tended
to have the highest proficiency. Cause and ef-
fect relationships cannot be drawn from the
data, however, making it impossible to say
whether better writers develop a higher ap-
preciation for the value of writing, or whether
those who value writing highly become bet-
ter writers. At grade 8, students' proficiency
did not appear to vary according to the value
placed on writing.

TABLE 6.2

Trends in the Overall Value
Placed on Writing:
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency

Low

Average
Year Percent Proficiency

Medium

Percent

Grade 8 1988 49.4 206.8 35.1

1984 51.0 207.3 37.7

Grade 11 1988 442 218.0 37.9
1984 44.0 216.5 402

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

Average
Proficiency Percent

2.08.7 15.5*
217.1 11.3

222.6 17.9
222.4 15.7
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High

Average
Proficiency

208.2
206.2

226.8
227.9

"A li!,t 01 thc Reins il.,1t1(1111 iii this Jim! composity vaiahlvF, and a discussion 01 the proredurus usyd to elvaly Iltottt, is providvd
in the Pt ort durtl Aprotidix.
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Attitudes Toward Writing. Students' re-
sponses to questions about their titudes
toward writing are summarized ia TABLE
6.3. Items in this set asked students to react
to statements such as "I like to write" and "I
write on my own outside of school."

In 1984 and 1988, students' views on writ-
ing were relatively negative, and increasingly
so in the upper grades. Thus, while 55 per-
cent of the fourth-grade students claimed
that they liked to write in 1988, only 42 per-
cent of the eighth graders and 37 percent of
the eleventh graders agreed with this state-

ment. An interesting exception to this pat-
tern is evident in students' responses to the
statement on writing outside of school, where
students in the upper grades were less likely
to agree that they would not write anything if
they were not required to for school. How-
ever, students in the upper grades were less
likely to report that they actually wrote on
their own outside of school. The only signifi-
cant change across time in students' re-
sponses to these attitudinal questions was a
decrease in the percentage of fourth-grade
students who agreed that they wouldn't write
anything if they didn't have to write for school.

TABLE 6.3
Trends in Attitudes
Toward Writing

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Year

Percentage
Reporting

More

Grade 4

of Students
the Statements as True
Than Half the 'rime

Grade 8 Grade 11

I like to write. 1988 54.6 41.9 36.6
1984 55.8 38.9 40.3

I am a good writer. 1988 59.7 43.7 40.5
1984 60.0 41.5 38.6

People like what I write. 1988 53.2 38.0 37.0
1984 53.4 38.1 35.7

I write on my own 1988 44.1 36.5 26.4
outside of school. 1984 47.7 36.4 31.0

I don't like to write things 1988 353.1 33.1 31.1
that will be graded. 1984 37.9 31.4 26.7

If I didn't have to write
for school, I wouldn't 1988 26,7* 18.6 15.6
write anything. 1984 33.4 17.2 14.9

*shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.
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TABLE 6.4

Trends in General Attitudes
Toward Writing: Composite
Results and Average Writing
Proficiency

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Year

Medium

Percent
Average

Proficiency Percent
Average

Proficiency

Grade 4 1988 19.0 171.2 42.5 173.7
1984 19.3 169.0 39.8 175.1

Grade 8 1988 29.0 203.3 46.0 211.5
1984 27.6 206.0 48.2 216.0

Grade 11 1988 32.8 215.9 46.9 221.6
1984 33.1 216.1 46.2 227.6

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

As shown in TABLE 6.4, responses to the
combined set of items reveal no significant
changes across time in students' general atti-
tudes toward writing.

As with students' r esponses to the individ-
ual attitudinal items, these data indicate that
students' views on writing become increas-
ingly negative as they proceed through the
school years. While 39 percent of the fourth
graders in 1988 registered highly positive at-
titudes toward writing, only half as many
elevent graders did so.

At the two younger grades, there was little
variation in students' writing proficiency rela-
tive to their attitudes toward writing. By grade
11, students with the most positive attitudes
toward writing were also likely to be t! best
writers, although again cause and effect rela-
tionships cannot be determined from the
data.

Uses of Writing. tioe set of items asked
students alooti1 the uses of writing in their
own lives, inclining; such personal uses as
keeping a diary or journal, as well as such

Average
Percent Proficiency

20.3 226.4
20.7 227.2

Students in the upper grades were
less likely to report that they actually
wrote on their own outside of school.

11111111111111/111111M11111111111111

functional uses as making lists of things to do
or buy. Students' responses to these ques-
tions are presented in 'IABLE 6.5.

lb a certain extent, trends in responses to
these items mirrored the changes observed
in values and attitudes. At grade 4, students'
attitudes toward writing and their reported
uses of writing remained fairly constant
across the two assessments. Eighth-grade
stucnnts appeared to see slightly more value
in writing in 1988 than their counterparts
had in 1984, and there were also Mere. 's in
their reported uses of writing -- most nota-
bly, a significant rise in their writing of sto-
ries or poems. Eleventh graders' reported
uses of writing mid the overall value they
placed on .vriting increased front 1M4 to
1988, althotigh their attin ides toward writing
rellflainfql fairly constant.
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TABLE 6.5
Trends in Personal and
Social Uses of Writing

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Year

Percentage
Reporting

at

Grade 4

of Students
Kinds of Writing

Least Once a Week

Grade 8 Grade 11

Keep a diary or journal 1988 28.6 22.2
1984 25.9 19.0

Write letters to friends 1988 32.3 41,9 43.9*
or relatives 1984 32.5 37.3 36.2

Write notes and messages 1988 44.7 70.8 81.5*
1984 43.7 67.9 73.7

Write stories or poems 1988 2/1.2 15.3* 15.3*
that are hot schoolwork 1984 25.9 10.2 11,7

Make lists of things 1988 42.4 45.8
to buy or do 1984 43.8 45.5

Fill out order blanks 1988 21.2 14,6
to buy things 1984 16.8 16.1

Write for the school newspaper,
magazine, or yearbook

1983
1984

8.1

8.0
4.8
5.3

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 I wet.

Eighth- and eleventh grade students' re-
sponses on the frequency with which they
wrote letters, notes, and stories were used to
(wale a composite variable that reflects the
personal and social uses of writing overall,
The results are presented ill 'FABLE 6.6.

1111988, eleventh-grade students were more
likely than eighthgrade students to engage

64

in a high amount of personal writing and, in
fact, the percentage of eleventh graders in
the high category increased significantly from
1984 to 1988. In both grades, students who
reported medium or high use of writing
tended to have higher average writing profi-
ciency than students whose use of writing
was low.



TABLE 6.6

Trends in Personal and
Social Uses of Writing:
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARO

Low Medium High

Year Percent
Average

Proficiency Percent
Average

Proficiency Percent
Average

Proficiency

Grade 8 1988 16.7 196.9 43.0 210.6 40.4 212.5
1984 19.5 202.4 44.9 215.4 35.7 216.2

Grade 11 1988 9.8* 2.2.9 44.0 222.2 46.2* 222.6
1984 16.0 213.2 49.1 227.1 34.9 225.'7

"Shows statistically significant -lifference betwen years at the .05 level.

Managing the Writing Process

In addition to building positive attitudes
toward writing, teachers have sought to help
students develop effective strategies for
managing the writing process, including
strategies for planning and revising what they
tvrite, Previous studies and earlier national
assessments of writing have shown that slit-
dents who make '.ise of a variety of strategies
are more likely to be effective writers.

Planning Strategies. Severiil items asked
fourth -grade students about their planning
activities, and their responses are summa-
rized in "IABLE appears that the, per-
centage of students who gave overt attention
to planning decreased across time, although

the change %vas statistically significant for only
one item; 'the percentage of students report-
ing that they usually ask themselves about
the subject before beginning to write dropped
from 49 to 38 perce;it.

One writing task given as part of both as-
sessments provided an opportunity to ob-
serve explicit planning strategies. The Rec-
reation Opportunities task was formatted so
that the remainder of the page on which the
writing promot was. printed was left blank
and the students were told Mal this space
was availahle to make notes before, writing.
The following pager, were to he used for
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TABLE 6.7
Trends in the Use
of Planning Strategies

THE NATION'S
REPORT m." 17ir

CARD

Think about what you want
to say before writing

Ask yourself what kinds of
things people would like to
know about the subject of
the paper

Look up facts in books,
magazines, or newspapers

Write in different ways for
different audiences

Percentage of Fourth-grade Students Reporting
Use of Strategy More Than Half the Time

Year Percent

1988 69.4
1984 74.8

1988 38.0*
1984 48.5

1988 40.9
1984 41.2

1988 38.7
1984 40.9

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

dents' actual responses. In addition to rating
the quality of the responses, raters tabulated
whether the students had used the space
provided to make notes.

'FABLE 6.8 summarizes the evidence of
(well planning for the eighth and eleventh

TABLE 6.8
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graders who were given this writing task. In
both grades, the overall proportion of stu-
dents engaging in overt planning was small
and did not change across time. It is interest-
ing to note, however, that in both years elev-
enth graders were sot tewhat more likely than
eighth graders to engage in overt planning.

Trends in Overt Planning on
"Recreation Opportunities" Task

Percentage Using Space Provided for Planning

Year Grade 8 Grade 11

1988
1984

12.8
15.8

18.6
17.5

Note. kl()!,tdti,,ttc ally significant difference het weeii yedis dt the .05 level.

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD



TABLE 6.9
Trends in Frequency
of Revising and Editing

Recopied paper before
handing it in

Made changes in paper
before handing it in

Make changes as you write

Make changes after you
have written the paper once

Think about where
different facts and ideas
go in the paper

THE NATION'S
REPOR1

CARD

Percentage of Students Reporting Use of
Strategy on Last Writing Done for School

Year Glade 4

1988 46.8
1984 47.1

1988 70,1
1984 64.7

Percentage of Students Reporting Use of
Strategy More Than Half the Time

1980 60.8
1984 62.7

1988 47.7
1984 51.5

1988 57.7
1984 60.5

Note: No statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

Revising and Editing Strihogies. A %qui-
ety of questions asked students about the
revising aild editing strategies they used, in-
chiding their ottentioli vriting convelitions
(spelling, punctuation, grammar) as well as
to the structure and organization of the text
as a vvhole. Their revonses are summarized
in 'TABLES 6.9 and 6.111.

l otu'th grad(; students VCr.re, lik('IV ill
1988 than in 1984 1(1 report chalitf,ps
ill their last pill)01", 11(AVeVer, le!.;;;

likely to report moving ;-,eritences nr para
graphs when revising. hi cuntrai, eighth
graders ill 1988 reported slightly Ii' ,5 atten
tion to revisions in spelling and punctuation

1984, and moved sentences and para-
graphs more often. While, students in grade
11 reported less of various kinds of revising
in 1988, none of the changes was significant.

In 1988 and 1984, the kinds of revisions
reported were closely connected to the level
of effort invulved, Thits, the most frequently
repurtml strategies involved the smallest units
of text such as changes in spelling, untie-
Illation, or grammar and the least fre-
quently reported strategies were those that
require extensive effort such as moving
;;enfenees nr paragraphs, starling over, or
retvriiing most of a paper.
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TABLE 6.10

Trends in the Use of
Specific Revising and
Editing Strategies

Year

Percentage of Students
Reporting Use More Than Haif the Time

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11

Correct spelling 1988 72.5 71.2 73.7
1984 75.2 75.1 76.2

Correct punctuation 1988 65.2 65.7 66.9
1984 64,5 68,6 70.3

Correct grammar 1988 53.7 63.5 68.4
1984 51,3 64.7 70,2

Change words 1988 62.9 69.5 70.6
1984 61.9 64.6 71.4

Add ideas or , iformation 1988 63.2 64.6 64,8
1984 61,1 59,7 69.7

Take out parts you don't like 1988 45.4 56.3 62.6
1984 44.5 56.2 58,4

Move sentences or paragraphs 1988 39.1* 36.0k 42,7
1984 44,3 30.4 46,1

Rewrite most of the paper 1988 35.6 42.7 39.0
1984 36.0 39.6 43.6

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level.

It appears that the percentage of students who gave overt attention to
planning decreased across time. .
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'1A111.1e., 6.11 summarizes the data on stu-
dents' overall use of revising strategies.

It appears that the arimmt of revising in-
creses across the school years, as eleventh-
grade students were less likely than the

yonger students to report a low amount Of
revising and more likely to report a high
amount of revising. At grades 8 and 11, stu-
dents who revised the most tended to be the
hest writers, or viewed alternatively the
hest writers tended to do the most revising.

TABLE 6.11

Trends in Revising Strategies:
Composite Results and
Average Writing Proficiency

THE NATION'S
REPORT Reap

CARO

Year

Low Medium High

Percent
Average

Proficiency Percent
Average

Proficiency Percent
Average

Proficiency

Grade 4 1988 19.1 172.7 35.5 175.0 45.4 174,1
1984 16.7 168,5 39.7 168.7 43.6 173.3

Grade 8 1988 13.0 195.5 3:3.0 206.1 54.0 212.6
1984 14.3 201.8 31.9 212.3 53.9 2172

Grade 11 1988 11.2 211.6 31.2 217.1 5'7.6 224.4
1984 11.4 205.5 29.1 217.8 59.5 230.1

Note: No statistically significant difference between yedis at the .05 loyel.

The Instructional Context

A levy Of the items included in die 1984 and
1988 assessments lonitsml en the kinds and
amount of writing that students did in sehunl
and tin ,!le, kinds of responses that students
received from their leacluirs. Trends in re-
spcnscs to these items provide a glimpse Of
the instruction students wort., receiving.

writing in Friglish '1/1131,F,

summarizes students' respon,-,es to a ques-
tion about tl'e t inds of writing they had done
for Ftoglish class the drevious week.

At all Olive grade levels, !Ancients %veil! sig-
nifinantly more likely in 1988 than ill 1984 to

(I It they recently Tote ae essay,
(11111110tilli(111, or thellle. This trend watt joillcd
by less (1)11:;it10111 ilICIV;1;;Oti ill ()tiler r(11111ti

infornative and pfIrtillaSi111 writing; 11()(11(

and stories were more common
anion14 lot t. ill graders, and stories were more
common among eighth-graders in 1988 than
in 1984.

Teachers' Comments om Completed
Papers. Students in grades 8 and 11 were
asked ;Wool the extent to) which teachers
commented on completed pal :ers. Their
responses are summarized in T/1131,1; 6,13,
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TABLE 6.12
Trends in Personal and
Social Uses of Writing

THE NATION'S
REPORT 3FCE.77

CARO

Year

Percentage of Students
Reporting at Least One Paper Written

for English Class Last Week

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 11
_ . .

Essay, composition, or theme 1988 25.1* 48.4* 63.6*
1984 19.3 40.9 59.6

Book report 1988 49.5* 34.8 30.7
1984 36.1 35.4 30.4

Other report 1988 32.0 29,4 38.4
1984 28.3 26.5 37.7

Letter 1988 38.7 25.3 19.6
1984 38.5 20.8 15.9

Story 1988 43.3* 48.9* 39.7
1984 372 41.6 39.7

Poem 1988 29.7 14.7 20.9
1984 25.7 14.7 18.3

Play 1988 15.2 12.2 11.3
1984 13.9 10.4 12.6

*Shows statistically significant difference between years at the .05 level,

1$4111111111M0111141PAVAIVISIIIRIMUNIMININIFINIMISINIMMIIIIIIVINIIIMMIMINPIAIMINEWIWINIMOOSIMPANOIONWORAMOWNIPt

An Increase in the amount of writing done by students is con istent with
recent recommendations for writing instruction, and would seem d necessary
first step toward improving students' writing skills.
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TABLE 6.13
Trends in Teachers' Comments
on Completed Papers

THE NATION'S
REPORT

Year

Percentage of Students
Reporting That Teachers Comment on

Aspect More than Half the Time

Grade 8 Grade 11

Follow directions 1988 41.4 27.9
1984 41.5 30.3

Wrote enotv.,1 1988 35.6 25.9
1984 33.0 26.3

Idr in paper 1988 43.7 42.8
1984 40.5 39.5

Way ideas explained 1988 40.7 41.9
1984 37.0 39.8

Way feelings expressed 1988 37.9 36.7
1984 32.5 30.8

Organization 1988 44.3 38.5
1984 42.7 40.1

Words 1988 39.9 29.9
1984 37.7 31.5

Spelling, punctuation, grammar 1988 53.4 43.1
1984 51.1 44.8

Neatness and handwriting 1988 45.1 27.2
1984 48.4 31.1

Note: No statistically significant difference between years "i: the .05 level.

At grad Is 8 mid 11, students' reports indi-
cated little coange in the extent or nature of
leacher comments between 1984 and 1988,

Eighth graders in 1988 were, most likely to
report that their teachers commented more
than half file graunnar, lamentation,
and spelling, while other kinds of comments
were reported slichtly less often. Eleventh

graders were less likely than eighth graders
I() report that their teachers commented on
maw of the aspects listed.

'MULE 6.14 simitnarizes student responses
to ;t related series of questiot is, asking about
the 1t/pes of feedback (oral or written) that
they received from teachers on their writing.
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less extensive comment on each piece of writing would also he consistent with recent
suggestions for students to "write more," withot It :he need for teachers to mark each paper
extensively.

Particularly in the upper grades, the ')est writers tended to be students who valued writing,
had positive attitudes toward their writing, used writing extensively for personal and social
reasons, revised and edited their work using a variety of strategies, and received feedback on
their writing from their teachers. Again, however, it should be noted that cause and effect
relationships cannot be determined. Thus, two interpretations are possible: that better writers
seek out these opportunities, and that the oppqrtunities themselves strengthen students'
writing proficiency.

Overall, however, nearly a decade into the educational reform movement and the writing
process movement each of which has advocated changes in both the kinds of writing
instruction provided and in the uses for writing in schools NAM' data indicate that both
students' writing instruction and their writing performance have remained relatively un-
changed,
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General Background on
The Nation's Report Card

PROCEDURAL APPENDIX

HE NATION'S REPORT' CARD,
the National Assessment of Edu-
cational Progress (NAEP) is an
ongoing, congressionally man-
dated project established in
1969 to conduct national su-

veys of the educational attainments of young
Americans. Its primary goal is to document
the status of and trends in educational
achievement, based on comprehensive and
dependable national educational achieve-
ment data collected in a scientific manner.
ibday, it remains the only regularly con-
ducted national survey of educational
achievement at the elementary-, middle-, and
high-school levels.

Since 1969, The Nation's Report Card has
assessed 9-, 13-, and 17-year-olds in a variety
of school subjects. In the 1984 assessment,
the projc:ct began sampling stt 'dents by grade
as well as by age to enhance the utility of the
data to school administrators and teachers.
The 1988 011)11 included in-school assess-
ments of writing, reading, U.S. history, civics,
and geography. In other years, the subjects

assessed have included mathematics, science,
art, literature, music, and career develop-
ment. In addition to the student assessments,
NAEP also periodically surveys young adults;
in 1985, the project completed a young adult
literacy assessment.

NW's student assessments were con-
ducted annually through 1980 and have been
carried out biennially since then. Most sub-
jects have been reassessed to monitor trends
in achievement over time, To date, NAEP has
assessed approximately 1,300,000 young
Americans.

From ; ts Mc:option, NMI' has developed
assessments thromigh a consensus process.
Educators, scholars, and citizens rtdresen-
tative of many diverse constituencies and
points Of view design objectives for each
subject area assessment, proposing general
goals they feel students should achieve in the
course of their education. After careful re-
views, the objectives arc given to item writ
ers, vIto develop asses:qiient questions ap-
propriate to the ohjectives.
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All items undergo extensive reviews by
subject-matter experts, measurement special-
ists, and editors to eliminate any potential
bias or lack of sensitivity to particular groups.
lite items are then administered to a strati-
fied, multistage probability sample of students
chosen so that their assessment results may
be generalized to the entire national popula-
tion. Once the data have been collected,
scored, ;Ind analyzed, NAEP publishes and
disseminates the results, providing informa-
tion that is designed to help educators, legis-
lators, and others improve education in the
United States. With certain restrictions de-
signed to protect their security, items used in
the assessments are made available to states,
localities, and researchers upon request. The
assessment data also are available to re-
searchers who wish to conduct secondary
analyses,

In addition to gathering cognitive data,
NAEP has asked students, teachers, and
school officials to answer a variety of ques-
tions about instruction, activities, experi-
ences, curriculum, resources, attitudes, and
demographics. 'Ibis background infOrmation
is designed to improve the usefulness of NAEP
achievement results and to provide an op-
portunity to examine policy issues.

'rho Nation's Report Card is stipported by
the U.S, Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, and
directed by the National Center for Educa-
tion Statistics. Educational Testing Service
has been the gra nee for the project since
1983, EaCier as' essments were conducted
by the Education Commission of the States.
NAEP is governed by an independeut,

'tiara the National Assessment
Governing Roard.

General Background on the 1984 and 1988
NAEP Writing Assessments

The Nation's Ileport Card has carried out
five national assessments of writing, in the
1969-70, 1973-74, 1978-79, 1983-84, and 1987-
88 school years. Each assessment has in-
cluded a variety of open-ended writing tasks
and background questions, some of which
have been readministered in successive as-
sessments to permit an analysis of trends in
writing performance and related factors over
time.') However, due to the considerable re-
sources required for direct writing assess-
ment and to shifts in the goals of writing
instruction over this 20-year period, the sets
of tasks have evolved from assessment to
assessment, with some tasks being retired
and new ones developed to take their place.

This report is based on the 1983-84 and
1987-88 writing assessments of students in
grades 4, 8, and 11 attending public and pri-
vate schools. In both years, the same tasks
were included verbatim and were admini-
stered in the same manner to comparable
samples of students. Eigl th graders were
assessed in the fall (0c ober-December),
fourth graders in the winter (January-Febru-
ary), and eleventh graders in the spring
(March-May). two assessments will sub-
sequently he referred to by the last half of the
sel tool year in which they were; conducted
thus, as the 1984 and 1988 assessments.

The writing tasks and background ques-
tions administered in 1984 and 1988 were
designed to measure aspects of wriiing per-
formance and related factors that were des-
ignated as important by a nationally repre-
sentative panel of writing specialists, educa-
tors, and concerned citizens. Tile primary
objective of the assessments Was to measure
students' ability to write for various purposes;

'tier 'AI flint N. Appls, iri. I, 11111 \ I And hid \ \11111i. IVritti 1,1; Trytitts Arros...; the. 1 hcatif.: 1974 -81 Ilh inrrinn. N.I. rAlticalional
Tt'SiiIII4 Se'i Notiunitl Lducilltonal 11):i61
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related objectives were to evaluate the extent
to which students managed the writing proc-
ess, controlled the iorms of written language,

and valued writing. The primicy objective
the use of writing to accomplish a variety of
purposes is discussed below.

Writing occurs regularly in people's personal and social lives as well as in school
settings. People write to accomplish many different purposes, such as straightening
out a billing error by letter, explaining a personal viewpoint on an issue in a speech, or
expressing an artistic impulse in a story or poem. The ability to explain ideas or
document events in writing can also help in a variety of job situations. Letters, reports,
inventories, and a wide range of recordkeeping systems are integral to many busi-
nesses. Consequently, students need opportunities to develop a wide range of writing
skills by writing for many purposes in varying contexts or situations.

In the sections that follow, three purposes for writing are discussed: informative,
persuasive, and personal/imaghiative narrative. These purposes often blend into each
other in various ways, depending upon the contexts for writing. For example, an
autobiography might very well be considered narrative, informative, and persuasive;
a iob application and resume may persuade as well as inform. Although these three
purposes may frequently coexist in a piece of writing, one or another type often
predominates. Writers' purposes are shaped by their initial perceptions of their topic,
by the ways they consider their audience, by the social or instructional contexts in
which they are writing, and by changes in focus that occur as they develop their
topics.

Informative Writing

Informative writing is used to share knowledge and convey messages, instructions,
and ideas. Like all writing, informative writing is filtered through the writer's impres-
sions, understanding, and feelings. Used as a means of exploration, informative
writing helps the writer assimilat new ideas and reexamine old conclusions. When
addressed to more public audiences, informative writing involves reporting on events
or experiences, or analyzing concepts and relationships, including developing new
hypotheses and generalizatiot is. Air of these types of informative writing can be based
on the writer's personal knowledge and experience or on less familiar information
that must be understood in order to complAe the task. Usually, informative writing
involves a mix of the familiar and the new, clarifying both in the process of writing
about them. Depending on the nature of the task, however, writing based on both
personal MI erience and secondary information can span the range of thinking skills
from recall to analysis and evaluation.

Persuasive Writing

The primary aim of persuasive writing is to hill nence others to [wing about some
action or change. It may contain great amounts of information facts, details,
examples, comparisons, statistics, or anecdotes and, as the writer identities the
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most persuasive reasons to support a point of view, it may involve significant discover-
ies about one's own feelings and ideas. Writing persuasively also requires the writer to
employ such critical thinking skills as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

Persuasive writing may be called for in a variety of situations. It may involve
responding to requems for advice by giving an opinion and supporting it with reasons.
It may also involve arguing one's own point of view in such a way that a particular
audience will find it convincing. When there is opposition to what the writer is
advocating, persuasive writing may entail refuting arguments that are contrary to
one's own point of view.

In all persuasive writing, authors must choose the stance they will take. They can,
for instance, use emotional or logical appeals or an accommodating or demanding
tone. Regardless of the situation or approach, writers must be concerned first with
having a desired effect on readers, beyond merely adding to their knowledge of a
particular topic.

Per sonaiiimaginative Narrative Writing

Personal/imaginative narrative writing contributes to an awareness of our world as
we create, manipulate, arid interpret reality. Such writing, whether fact or fantasy, re-
quires close observation of people, objects, and places, while it enables exploration of
all the wide-ranging possibilities of human experience. Further, this type of writing
fosters creativity and speculation by allowing us to express our thoughts and then
stand back, as a more detached observer might, and grasp more fully what we feel
and why. Thus, personal/imagiltative narrative offers a special opportunity to analyze
and understand emotions and actions.

Whether a means of discovery or just plain "fun," narrative writing can produce
stories or personal essays and can had to other forms, such as poems o plays.
Practice with these forms helps writer; to develop an ear for language and to itnprove
literary abilities.

Informative and persuasive writing can benefit from the features used in narrative
writing. Informative writing, for example, can narrate an incident as part of a report
or clarity a point through the use of metaphor or simile. A persuasive statement can
he convincing not only on the basis of its internal logic, but also on the strength of its
illustrative material (its stories), its rhythm, and the voice of its persona.

The 12 writing tasks ineluded ill the ;is-- plirpose,:i fur writing. Each mu-
se:61mill vere therefore designed to reflect (lent responded to one to four writing tasks,
a range of the iiilU1'n1;itive, persuasive, and yielding GOO to 12(H) resplit;es per task, In
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addition to gr ,erating samples of their writ-
ing in response to these tasks, students
each grade level were asked a series of back-
ground questions about their dentographi:s
and their writing practices, instruction, ant!
attitudes.

Sampling, Data Collection, and Sruring

Sampling and data collectin'i acr:Aties ler
the 1988 NAEP assessmc:v .3e eandue led
by Westat, Inc. As with P I l *IT .:,;;asstnents,
the writing trend assess, r ats we.'e based 'm
a deeply stratified, thr,r. .age :areling
sign.w The first stage o; si:1 1,11int, entails .{t-
fining primary sampling u,,,t ,), which
are typically groups of contiguous
but sometimes a single county; clat:r.i!-eing
the PSUs into strata defined by and
community type: and randy ,iy selecting
PSUs. The second stage entail .-T,,,merating,
:itratifying, and randomly sele:;i; 'ublic and
private schools at each grade-level within
each PSU selected at the first stage. The third
stage ui the sampling design involves ran-
domly selecting students within a school for
participation in NAEP. Some students sampled
(less than 4 percent) were excluded from
each assessment because of limited English
proficiency or a severe clisahility. In 1984,
NAEP began collecting descriptive Irma-
tion about excluded students.

At each grade level, two samples of stu-
dents subsequently referred to as the
"bridge" and "main" samples-- were assessed
in writing in 1988. The 1988 bridge sample
assessment was conducted so that the re-
sults could be linked to the, results from the
1984 main writing assessment; these trend
data are reported herein. Accordingly, stu-
dents in the bridge samples Were chaser,
the same age/grade definitions (age t) or grade

4, age 13 or grade 8, and age 17 or grade 11),
acimir*I:ored a tilbset of the same materials,
an asses;:,(Al at the same times of year as in
1984 (age 9/grade 4 in the winter, age 13/
grade is in the fall, and age 17/grade 11 in the
spring). Each student was given an assess-
ment booklet that contained a combination
of writing and reading materials.

Students samplc I for participation in the
main 1988 writing assessment were also se-
lected by age/grad: unlike the bridge
samples, however, the oldest students were
either age 17 or !ri grade 12. Students were
administered nev," writing items assembled
in a manner that was different than for the
!midge assessr",:Ttt. Spocifically, ea± student
receivw1 a lx:rtklei containing writing mate-
r:; ?s r,nly. Half the students at each age/grade
level were assessed in the fall of 1987 and the
remaining half were assessed in the spring of
1988. The results fr im the 1988 main writing
as;wy4rnent will he published in 1990 in a
:amend writing report.

Thf. :school sample sizes and the school
do:;1)(Ta0:-:,1 and raspon!ie mien for the 1984
and I assessments are provided in
TABLES A.1 and A.2.

Students participating in the NAEP writing
trend assessmei ts were assembled for a ses-
sion that lasted approximately one hour, Each
student received a booklet containing a set of
general background questions and three 15-
minute blocks of cognitive Ream, including
from one to four writing items and some
mmther of reading items. The assessments
Wel e administered using a well-trained pro-
fessional data collection staff and subjected
to rigorous quality control '!valuations con-
ducted through site visits by NAVE' and Wes-
tat staff.

(1 int or11.11( ..t hi, Intiml in Ihr litprirt nn S.I;Iirlv drul Utt.t..mee. dud the litlit,r1 un
Sainply tilo.11()n, tVvighittig, ;111111/illi(1111'1' LS11111,111011, pri.pall.(11)% IiIr
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TABLE A.1 School Sample Sizes

Age/Grade 1L1:34 1988

9/4 683 154
13/8 549 173
17/11 345 114

lbtal 1,577 441

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD
romp

TABLE A.2

Age/Grade

School Cooperation and
Student Response Rates

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD

Percent Percent
Schools Participating Stuat...1 Completion

1984
-- A.,-

9/4 88,6 92.5
13/8 90.3 90.3
17/11 83.9 822

1988
9/4 87.2 92.3
13/8 92,7 88.2
17/11 78.1 77 4

Note: The 1984 and 1988 data iii these tables were obtained from the corresponding Reports on NAEP Field Operation and Data
Colit :tion Activities, prepared t, r Wei.. at, Inc. The decreased school sample sizes in 1988 reflect NAFP's new procedure of using
special bridge samples to measure ticists, in which previous assessment methods are replicated with meticulous care. Although more
schools and students participated in the full 1908 assessment Of reading, history, civics, and geography the figures
above are for the writing bridge samples upon which this report is based. Alth, r sampled schools that refused to participai were
replaced, school cooperation r are computed based on the schools originally selected for participation in the assessments The
student completion rates represent the percentage of students assessed of those invited to be assessed, including in follow-up
sessions when necessary.

Since 1984, The Nation's Report Card has
used a powerful vilfiant of matrix sampling
called lialanced Incomplete tiloelc (liRS) spi-
ralling to govern the vvay in which most ()I'
the ;Issestanent materials are assembled and
distri1)uted, The "balanced incomplete block"
part Of the design assign:; blocks of items to
booklets in such a way that each block ap-
pears ir1 the same number of booklets and
each pair (it blocks appears together in at
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least one booklet. The "spiralling" part of the
method cycles the booklets for administra-
tion so that tvicaiiy only a levy students in
any one assessment session rer,eiye the same
booklet, The 1988 writing (relict assessment
followed a partial lilli design, whereby cer-
tain books containing writiog items vere
selected front the 198(1 lilbspiral asses sited(
and printed intact. Thus, blccks of writing
items g'enerally appeared in tvo booklets.



After the assessment booklets were re-
turned to NAEP, open-ended items were
scored by trained readers. The writing items
included in the 1.984-1988 trend assessment
were submitted to three types of scoring:
primary trait, holistic, and mechanics. TABLE
A.3 summarizes the sample sizes for each
task and scoring method. The sections that
follow provide information on these meth-
ods and the different perspectives they yield.

The NAEr writing data were weighted in
accordance ' 'ith the population structure.
This weighting reflects the probability of se-
lection of each .-tudent, adjusts for nonre-
sponse, and ti cough a process known as
poststratification assures that the repre-
sentation of cet.tai, Athpopulations corre-
spoi,ds to figures bat- 'd on the Census ancl
the Current Populati survey"

TABLE A.3

Writing Task

Sample Sizes for the Writing
Trend Assessment by Task
and Scoring Method

INFORMATIVE

Plants

XYZ Company
Appleby House
Food on the Frontier
Food on the Frontier
Job Application

PERSUASIVE

Spaceship

Spaceship

Spaceship

Radio Station
Dissecting Frogs

Rec. Opportunities
Her Opportunities
Hec. Opportunmes
Space Program

Bike Line

IMAGINATIVE

Flashlight

Flashlight

THE NATION'S
FIH'ORT

ORD

1984 1988

Scoring Grade
Method 4 8 11

Primary 656
Primary 544
Primary 530
Primary
Holistic
Primary

Prirnary
Holistic
Mechanics

Primary
Prirnary
Primary
Holistic

Mechanics
tru

Primary

616
588 599
603 629

1184 1180
603

611
1161

506
535 612

641
494 521

1211(3 1254
473 517

632
636

Primary 009
Iiclistic 940

A,;(11',1' VI, 7.88 iivitly wilglittillt ;iiitt it:, Olt-.

Grade
4

1285

8 11

1152 1334
925 1256 1041

1339 1212
1247 1192

1169

1258
1257

481

1234 1364
1356
1372 1242
1302 1182
516 49'7

1195
1178

(314

615
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Primary Trait Scoring:
Evaluating Task Accomplishment

A primary trait scoring guide was devel-
oped for each writing task to focus raters'
attention on how successfully students' re-
sponses accomplished the task set forth in
the prompt, As illustrated in the overview to
this report, the guides typically defined five
levels of task accomplishment not rated,
unsatisfactory, minimal, adequate, and
elaborated based on the rhetorical de-
mands of the task. (A few of the scoring guides
did not define an "elaborated" category as it
was not appropriate to do so given the nature
of the tasks.)

A group of 'wanted raters carried out the
primary gait scoring over a period of several
months. Prior to scoring the responses to
each task, an intensive training session was
conducted by NAF,P staff in the use of the
scoring guide for that task. Although the
quality of the scoring for previous assess-
ments of writing has been consistently high,
we recognized that there might be differ-
ences between the ratings provided by the
group of scorers assembled in 1988 and the
scorers assembled in 1984. Any such differ-
ences could be due to a consistent change
such as an increase in the stringency of the
ratings, or simple variation in scoring be-
tween the two years, or a comha,:ltion of 11w
two. If uncontrolled, a between-year scorer
effect would add a confOunding factor detri-
mental to the measurement of trends in writ-
ing ability.

The most direct way of controlling the ef.
feet of across-year variation in scoring is to
eliminate it entirely hy rescoring all of the
1984 responses to the trend writing tasks,
using the same set of scorers that evaluate
the 1988 responses. UniOrttinatcly, re s('
did not permit restoring the nt11 set of 1984
vriting papers, but did provide for rescoring
it subsaniple Of the papers written in 1984.
Kw each of the writing tasks, 25 percent of

the 1984 papers were sampled and inter-
spersed with the 1988 papers. All responses
(from 1988 and from the 1984 subsample) to
each writing task were then scored for task
accomplishment. The rescoring of the 1984
papers permitted a study of the consistency
of scoring across years.

A comparison of the rescored 1984 data
with the original 1984 data indicated that the
between-year percentage of exact agreement
in scoring ranged from 70 percent to 94 per-
cent, averaging 90 percent at grade 4, 76 per-
cent at grade 8, and 80 percent at grade 11.
However, there was a slight tendency for the
1988 scores to be more stringent and NAEP
did not want variability between the two sets
of scorers to bias the trend results. Conse-
quently, to eliminate the effects of between-
year differences in scoring, the 1984 estimates
of task accomplishment given in this report
are based on the rescored data only rather
than on the full set of the 1984 data.

Twenty percent of the responses were also
rescored by a second rater to give an esti-
mate of interrater reliabilities. As shown in
TABLE A.4, which provides correlations and
percentages of exact agreement between the
first and second raters, the interrater Fella-
bilities were generally quite high.

The Writing Scale: Average
Response Method (ARM) Scaling

Basod on the primary trait scores tom' re-
sponses to the writing tasks presented in the
1988 an the 1984 assessments, the writing
trend data were scaled using the Average

espotise Method (ABM). The ABM provides
an wiimate of average writing achievement
finr each respondent as if he or she had taken
11 of the 12 writing tasks given and as if NAM'
had computed average achievement (the
average primary trait score times 1(10) across
that set of tasks.'" Tie! ABM techn)logy, which
is based on estimates of the interrelation-

"As 11 nutrd, vallivs of the 1)1 Imary trait st(ire:i ;Iry 11 not ratiql, I Itiv:iith,tartniy, itdclittme,

tin(' 4 vlatioitusl.
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TABLE A,4

Percentages of Exact Score
Point Agreement and
Correlation Coefficients for
Primary Trait Scoring
of 1984 and 1988 Papers

THE NATION'S
R9PORT

CARD

'Task Percent Exact Agreement Reliability Coefficient

XYZ Company 97.1 .99
Radio Station 93.5 .95

Age 9 Appleby House 90.3 .92
Grade 4 Flashlight 87.5 .88

Plants 94.3 .95
Spaceship 91.8 .95

Recreation Opportunities 85.4 .82
Food on the Frontier 79.9 .68

Age 13 Dissecting Frogs 76.1 .64
Grade 8 XYZ Company 93.5 .92

Radio Station 87.0 .89
Appleby House 75.3 .69

Recreation Opportunities 90.8 .93
Food on the Frontier 93.1 .86

Age 17 Appleby House 89.3 .89
Grade 11 Space Program 89.9 .93

Job Application 92.3 .92
Bike Lane 84.9 .87

Note: The primary trait scoring conducted in 1988. was based on five scoring categories. as described in the overview of this report.

ships among tasks given to the same stu-
dents, was first used to analyze and report
results from the 1984 writing assessment,
One fourth-grade tank (Flashlight) could not
be inch ided in the scale he cause the task was
not paired with any other writing tasks in
either the 194 or the 19h,' assessment.

The Average Response Method of scabug
nonbinary data combines linear models tech-

nolo*, %vitli multiple imputation procedures
to produce a set of plausible values for (wely
student, Each set of plausible values predicts
what that student's average score across ilie
set of 11 writing tasks might be based oil the
student's responses to tiul particular tasks
presented and on the student's status on a
variety of demographic and background vari-
a Wes. Since it was first used in 1984, the
Average Response Method has been general-
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ized to provide for performance compari-
sons across grades, based on a linking subset
of items, and to allow the inclusion of new
wilting tasks in the ;wale."

Holistic Scoring: Evaluating Writing Fluency

lb offer another perspective on students'
weal ; abilities, selected tasks included in
the trend assessment were scored holisti-
cally for overall fluency (i.e., a global view of
the ideas, language facility organization,
mechanics and syntax of each paper taken as
a whole). As previously noted, these tasks
were "Spaceship" and "Flashlight" a.. grade 4,
and "Recreation Opportunities" and "Food
on the Frontier" at grades 8 and 11. Trained
readers evaluated the relative fluency of stu-
dents' writing on a 6-point scale. A small
prTeentage of papers such as those that
were blank or indecipherable were nut
rated.

Tile holistic scale was anchored by chief
readers and table leaders chosen for their
expertise in holistic scoring. This group stud-
ied the pool of student responses to select
papers that represented each point on the
holistic si Ile, then used these sample papers
to train a group -if approximately 75 raters.
Using the sample papers as a guide, the raters
were asked to determine whether papers
corresponded to the top half or the bottom
half of the holistic scale, then to make finer
distinctions between adjacent points of the
scale. The raters wean divided into two
groups, such that one large group was re-
sponsible for rating eighth and eleveitli grad-
ers' response , and a smaller second group
was resporrsil9le for rating fourth graders'
responses, Because the emphasis of the ho-
listic scoring was to detect trends over time
at each of the three grade ievels assessed,
where a task was yen at more than one
grade level, responses were rated separately

for each grade. A training session preceded
the scoring of responses to each task at each
grade level.

Because student papers are evaluated rela-
tive to one another in holistic scoring
rather than against specific miter' is with
primary trait scoring the distrioution oY
scores for the total sample of papers should
be approximately normal, with scores evenly
distribute, -i-mnd the center of the scale. lb
detect chat iges in writing fluency across time
at each grade level, papers from the 1984 an
1988 assessments were randomly mixed prior
to scoring. Thus, if more papers from either
assessment were judged to be in the "top
half" of the scale, the results would indica;,
changes over time in overall writing fluency.

Twenty percent of the papers scored holis-
tically were scored again by a second reader
to provide information on mterrater scoring
agreement. These data are presented in
TABLE A.5.

Relationship Jetween
Primary Trait and Holistic Scores

Since certain writing items included in the
1984-1988 trend assessment were s ihmitted
to both holistic and pile lary trait scoring, it is
also possible to examine the relationship
between the two sets of scores. As shown in
TABLE A.6, he correlations range trout .38
to .66.

While the two scot ingineasures arc clearly
related, it is evident that they capture some-
what different aspects of writing perfOrm-
mice. The priurny trait score is closely tied
to the features of specific writing tasks, pro-
viding a measure of sti 'dents' success in ac-
complishing; the assigned purpose of the
Writ mg. Alternatively, the scum prn-
vides a general measure of writing fluency,

ilitt4c It, I Itation (i Avriip.
`)I',11111g..,11111111;11116111111111/1.,1:1'i;iiViii,'.% i 191;+11, ,t till:, it Was urgtlfrrl

to Iron(' data in the toulltroiliiiigN/11.:1' 19,47.88 Technical licit
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since the impression marks tI I raters give
are affected by writers' attention to organiza-
tion, adherence to the conventions of written
English, word choice, handwriting, and qual-
ity of ideas.

Mechanics Scoring

'lb provide for an examination of trends in
students' control of the conventions of writ-
ten English, NAEP evaluated a random
subsample of the 1984 and 1988 writing re-

spouses using the mechanics scoring crite-
ria it used to evaluate writing responses fr,Jm
the 1984 assessment.''' One task at each grade
level was selected for the mechanics scoring;
these tasks were "Space ship" at grade 4 and
"Recreation Opportunities' at grades 8 and
11, A random probability sample of approxi-
mately 500 responses to each item at each
grade level for each year was selected for
evaluation. To ensure that the comparisons
between Black and White students were rea-
sonably precise, Black students were over-

TABLE A.5

Correlation Coefficients
for Holistic Scoring
Conducted in 1988

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD
Amp

1984 Papers Age/Grade 1988 Papers Age/Grade

9/4 13/8 17/11 9/4 13/8 17/11

Spaceship .75 .134

Flashlight .73 .83
Recreation Opportunities .70 .79 .77 .68
Food on the Frontier .69 .72 .7:3 .64

Note: The holistic scoring was based on 7 scoring categories.

TABLE A.6

Correlation Coefficients
Between Primary Trait and
Holistic Scores

THE NATION'S
REPORT

CARD
romp

1984 Papers 1988 Papers

4 8 11 4 8 11

Spacwihip .6:3 .66
Flashlight 58 .63
Herr eifhOrl Opr ,il-tonities .43 .38 .46 .46
food on the Frontier .14 .45 .43 .41

"i1rthui .111(lith A 1,iingri, mid In,. I'm( do(1.,;prIliRt; Uolut ()limn flu' Cutivvistions (1119'itteis
English N.J. Ethiatitinallysling Sprvirn, N,rliunrrl /1,;schmuirill ul Etiticatimial 1,rogrw-6,
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sampled. Thus, results from the analysis of
students' grammar, punetuat'on, and sp(ll-
ing can be reported for the nation as well as
for certain subpopulations defined by race/
ethnicity and gender.

In the mechanics scoring, each response
was analyzed for a variety of aspects of spell-
ing, punctuation, grammar, word choice, and
syntax by English teachers who had been

I. Sentence 'Wipes

trained in the use of detailed criteria. The
entire text of the scored papers, with the
scoring marks, was the!' entered into a com-
puter-readable database to provide for the
subsequent analyses.

An outline of the features of writing me-
chanics included in the scoring and analysis
is provided below.

1. SimpleA sentence that contains a subject and a verb. It may also have an object,
subject complement, phrase, appositive, nominative absolute or verbal. Also, a
word group used in dialogue, for emphasis, or as an exclamation that is not an
independent clause.

2. Compound A sentence containing two or more simple sentences joined by
something other than a comma.

3. Complex (and compound-complex) A sentence that contains at least one
independent clause and one dependent clause.

Sentence types with punctuation errors were not classified in the above categories.

4. Ilun-on Sentence

a. Fused -- A sentence containing two Or more independent clauses with no
punctuation or conjunction separating them.

b. On and on A sentence consisting of four or more independent clauses strung
together with conjunctions.

C. Comma splice A sentence containing two or tnore independent clauses
separated by a comnia instead of a semicolon or a coordinating conjunction.

5. Fragment A word group, other than an independent clause, written and punc-
tuated as a sentence.

II. Faulty Sentence Construction

abuse scores are in addition to the sentence types.)

1. Agreement Error A sentence where at least ore' of tie' following is present:
subject/verb do 1101 agree, 111'01101111/allieCedelli 110 1101 agree, 1101111/1110(111.11' (10 1101
agree, subject/object prononn is misused, or verb tense shifts,
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2. Awkward Sentence (The awkward categories are listed in order of category
precedence, since only one score was given to a sentence.)

a. Faulty 1:arallelisin A parallel construction that is semantically or structurally
dysfunctional.

b. Unclear pronoun reference A pronoun's antecedent is unclear.

c. Illogical construction Faulty modification or a dangling modifier or a film,
tionally misarranged or misproportioned sentence.

d. Other dysfunctions A sentence containing an omitted or extra word or a split
construction that definitely detracts from readability.

III. Punctuation Lerors

Every ,Irror of commission and error of omission was coded for commas, dashes,
quotation marks, semicolons, apostrophes, and end marks. The most informal
rules of usage were used, with the writer receiving the benefit of any doubt.

IV. Word-Level Conventions

1. Word Choice The writer needs a word that is different from the one written.
This category also includes atter tpts at a verb, adjective, or adverb form that is non-
existent or unacceptable.

2. Spelling -- In addition to a misspelling, this category includes word-division er-
rors at the end of a line, two words written as one, one word written as two, super-
fluous plurals, and groups of distinguishable letters that do not make a legitimate
word.

3. Capitalization A word is given a capitalization error score if the first word in a
sentence is not capitalized, if a proper noun or adjective within a sentence is not
capitalized, and if the prcnoun "I" is not capitalized.

The mechanics scoring was designed to allow the writer as much flexibility ;Is
po.ssible under existing conventions of correct writing; consequently, any time two
authorities on mechanics disagreed, the more informal interpretation was used

Because the papers were entered hit° it computer-readable database, the num-
ber of words per paper, number of words per sentence, and number of letters per
word were tabulated by ( imputer,
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Estimating Variability
in Proficiency Measures

Since the statistics presented in this report
are estimates of population and subpopula-
lion characteristics, rather than the actual
(unknown) values of those characteristics, it
is important to have measures of the degree
of uncertainty of the estimates. Two compo-
nents of uncertainty are accounted for in
statistics based on the NAEP data: (1) uncer-
tainty due to sampling variability, and (2)
uncertainty arising because scale scores for
each respondent are based on a relatively
small number of cognitive items.

The sampling variance provides a meas-
ure of the dependence of the results on the
paticula sample achieved. Because NAPA'
uses complex sampling procedures, conven-
tional formulas for estimating sampling vari-
ability that assume simple random sampling
are inappropriate. To account for the char-
acteristics of its comp. rx sample design, NAKP
uses a jackknife replication procedure to es-
timate sampling variability. Briefly, the iack-
knife procedu(' estimates the sampling vari-
ance of a statistic by repeatedly altering the
sample in a controlled manner and recom-
puting the statistic baser) on the altered
sample.'' The jackknife variance estimate is
h. sed on the variability of the statistics from
the altered samples. The square root ()I' the
jackknife variance estimate of a statistic is the
sampling standa error of that statistic. This
standard error includes all possible imns-
tematic error associated A. ith admin isterinr
specific items to designated students in con-
trolled situations.

provides a
reasonal)le measure of uncertainty lot' any
statistic based on ialties observed %vithotit
error. Population scores for eognitive items

meet this requirement, but scaled-score
proficiency values do not. Because each stu-
dent typically responds to relatively few items,
there exists a intrivial amount of impreci-
sion lit the measurement of the proficiency
values for any gi\:m student. This impreci-
sion adds an additional component of vari-
ability to statistics based on scale-score profi-
ciency values. This component is estimated
by assessing the dependenri of the value of
the statistic on the particular set of student
level estimated proficiencies used in its col n-
imitation. The measure of the overall variabil-
ity of a statistic baset'. on scale scores is the
sum of the ;omponent due to imprei iion of
measurement and the jackknife sampling
variance, and the standard error of the statis-
tic is the square root of this sum.'"

NAEP Reporting Groups

NAEP does riot report performance results
for inclividual studeniF, hut rather for groups
of students and for the nation as a whole.
Information about region and size/type of
community was obtained from the sampling
frlmc, whirii gives information about the

unity and urbanicity of the :chool's Inca-
eon, and from responses given by the school
principal detailing the occupation profile of
the parents of the school's student body, and
the size of the community served by the
school. InfOrinclion as to the sex of each
student was ohta ned from school records.
Other group results are based on student
answers to the common core of background
questions administered to all assessed stu-
delis In i,'Idition to national results, this
report contains information alum it subgroups
defined ltv race/ethnicity, sex, and region of
the country. Definitions of these groups

oi Un Owl. rlr6iil., ,pe. 1%ogenc, (l Johnson "( onsitkralions and I'vrIminut; tor Ili!. Analk.sis ol Ilato
St4tislic..; 1198:11, Vol II. No

/Mill

Iur n 1.111111111.1c (i4,crintion ()I ,n !awl, Ann,ition (4. I.,./raorlin.v, ii,, .Vun \I!' /9.1:S1 i n(votWrintylon, N.I. hltivithonal lint icy Nononal As:.1.Nsint it of Elloralional 198to
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Race/Ethnicity

Results are presented for Black, White, and
Hispanic students, but not for other racial/
ethnic groups because the sample sizes were
not large enough to provide reliable estimates.
Classifications of students' race/ethnicity are
based on their responses to two questions:

1. Are you

A. American Indian or Alaskan Native

B. Asian or Pacific Islander

C. Black

I). White

E. Other (What?)

2. Are you Hispanic?

A. No

B. Yes, Mexican, Mexican American, or

Chicano

C. Yes, Puerto Rican

D. Yes, Cuban

E. Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic

(What?)

Students who chose any of the ';yes"
response options in question 2 were classi-
fied as Hispanic.

Gender

The Nation's Report Card analyzes and
reports results for males anti females.

Region

For reporting purposes, the country is di-
vided into four regions: Northeast, South-
east, Central, and West, shown in the map
below.



The Writing Background Factors

As previously noted, students participating in the writing trend assessments were asked to
answer a series of questions on their attitudes toward writing, the value they placed on writing,
and their instructional experiences. Responses to these questions were used to create the five
composite factors presented in Chapter Three: Value Placed on Writing, General Attitudes
Toward Writing, Personal and Social Uses of Writing, Revising strategies, and Teacher Feed-
back on Writing. The questions included in each factor are provided below.
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Overall Value Placed on Writing (Grades 8 and 11)

How often is each of the following sentences true for you?

Writing helps me to think more cleaely.

Writing helps me tell others what I think.

Writing helps me tell others how I feel about things,

Writing helps me understand my own feelings about things.

People who write well have a better chancc of getting good jobs.

People who write well are more influential.

General Attitudes Toward Writing (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often is each of the following sentences true for you?

I like to write.

I am a good writer.

People like what I write,

I write on my own outs'.de of school.

If I didn't have to writ( . r school, I wouldn't write anything.

Personal and Social Uses of Writing (Grades 8 and 11)

Clow often do you write each of the following things?

!miters to friends or relatives

Notes and messages

Stories or poems that are not schoolwork

1%1



Revising Strategies (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often do you do each of the following to make your papers better?

Move some sentences or paragraphs to different parts of the paper.
Add new ideas or information.

Take out parts of the paper that you don't like.

Change some words for other words that you like better.

Correct mistakes in spelling.

Correct mistakes in grammar.

Correct mistakes in punctuation.

Rewrite almost all of the paper.

Throw out the first paper and start again.

Teacher Feedback on Writing (Grades 4, 8, and 11)

How often does the teacher do each of the following things
with your writing?

Mark the mistakes in your paper.

Write notes on your paper.

Point out what you did well.

Point out what you did not do well.

Make suggestions about what you should do the next tune you write.
Show an interest in what you write.
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DATA APPENDIX

THE FOLLOWING DATA TABLES supplement the information presented in this
report. The first section provides the primary trait and holistic scores for

A each item included in the 1984 to 1988 writing trend assessment. The second
section presents information on average writing proficiency (based on the Average
Response Method analyses previously described) and percentile distributions for
students in each grade. The third section includes additional information on stu-
dents' writing mechanics.

The final section contains figures reproduced from Writing Trends Across the
Lecade: 1974-1984; these provide information on trends in students' writing achieve-
ment, based on the earlier NAEP assessments.
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Grade 4: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Standard Errors for items Scored by Primary Trait and Holistic Mahe tis

PLANTS: PRIMARY TRAIT
Not Unsatls- Minimal Adequate

Rated factory Minimal Adequate Elaborated or Better or Better
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 1.4 (0.4) 11.7 (1.4) 43.8 (2.3) 40.0 (2.2) (Not 83.9 (1.6) a22. (0.03)
1988 1.3 (0.6) 16.0 (IA) 42.5 (1.6) 40.2 (1.8) Applicable) 82.7 '1.7) 222 (0.03)

XYZ COMPANY: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 3.8 (1.2) 50.1 (2.6) 8.6 (1.2) 37 5 (2 3) [Not 46.1 (2.4) 1.80 (0.05)
1988 2.8 (0.4) 52.8 (1.8) 8 7 (0.9) 35.6 (1.9) Applicable) 44.3 (1.8) 1.77 (0.04)

SPACESHIP: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 6.9 (1.1) 30.0 (1.8) 43.1 (2.2) 19 / (1.4) 0.3 (02) 63.1 (2.2) 20.0 (1.4) 1.77 (0.04)
1988 52 (0.6) 332. (1.3) 36.7 (1.6) 23.7 (1.7) 1.2 (0.4) 61.6 (1.1) 24.9 ( I .7)* 1.82 (0.02)

SPACESHIP: HOLISTIC
(0) (1) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1984 8.8 (1.0) 20.8 (1.4) 32.8 (1.5) 23.5 (1.5) 11.3 (1.1) 2.3 (0.6) 0 4 (0.4) 14.0 (12)
1988 6.8 (0.6) 19.8 (1.4) 33.0 (1.4) 24.8 (1.5) 132 (1.3) 1.8 (0.5) 0.7 (1.3) 15.7 (1.3)

Mean
19M 2.16 (0.04)
1988 2.26 (0.04)

RADIO STATION: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 6.9 (1.0) 50.0 (1.9) 31.7 (22) 11.3 (1.6) 0.1 (0.1) 43.1 (2.0) 11.4 (1.6) 1.48 (0.03)
1988 4.8 (0.7) 46.6 (1.4) 33.5 (1 3) 15.1 (1.2) 0.0 (0.0) 48.6 (1.6) 15.1 (12) 1.59 (0.03)

APPLEBY HOUSE: PRIMARY 'IRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

198.1 4.:t ( 1 . )) 28.7 ( 2 . 1 ) 50.8 12.2) 162 ( 1 . 3 ) 0 0 (0.0) 61.0 (2.5) 162 (1.3) 1.79 (0.04)
1988 2.2 (0.6) 24.6 (1.3) 49.5 (1.4) 23.7 (1.7) 0.0 (0.0) 732 (1.1)* 23.7 (1.7)* 1.95 (0.02)*

FLASHLIGHT: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 0.9 (0.3) 35.9 (2 3) 54 6 (2 0) 8 5 (15) r.` t (0 2) (i3 2 (2.d) 8.6 (1.51 1.71 (0.03)
1963 1.7 (0.6) 33 2 (2 5) 50.9 (23) 13.8 (2.0)* 0 4 (0.4) 65.1 (2.7) 14.3 (2 0) 1.78 (0.04)

FLASHLIGHT: HOLISTIC
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1981 7.6 (1.1) 10 7 (1.0) 22 7 (1.81 25.0 (1 th 1)).5 (1.5) 10 3 (1.5) 4 ",- (0.9) 34.0 (2 4)
1988 2.0 (() 61' 8.0 (1.2) 24.8 (1 9) 27.9 (1.8) 21 1 (1.7) 10.5 (1.3) 5.8 (0 7) 37A(2.4)

Mean
108,1 2.0C 10 1,n)

1988 3.13 (0.07)*

Ziti,,tt( ally (iiiticarit (1111e1(111:0 yedrs at the (I) luvel 1,1(1c1,[111,11 ,,td[i(loi c.lor,, Ale in ewritec1 poPtIthtne,,.
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Grade 8: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Standard Errors for Items Scored by Primary Trait and Holistic Methods

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: PRIMARY TRAIT
Not Unsatls- Minimal Adequate

Rated factory Minimal Adequate Elaborated or Better or Better
(0) (I) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 2.2 (0 7) 473; (2 IM 40.9 (2 6) 9 6 (1 4) 0 P. (0.2) 50 2 (P. 7) 9 7 (1.4) 1.58 (0.04)
1988 3.1 (0.6) 92 3 (1.7) 37.4 (1.2) /.2 (0.9) 0 1 (0.1) 44.6 (1 '1) '1.2 (0.9) 1.49 (0.021'

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: HOLISTIC
(0) (I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1984 5 7 (0.7) R 3 (0.8) 17.5 (1.31 29 2 (1.5) 25.0 11 31 1 0.?, (3.0) 4.0 (0.5) 39 2 (1 8)
1988 2.9 (0.5)* 6.9 (0 9) 17.8 (1.2) 28.4 (1.4) 29.9 (1.2)* 11.1 (1.0) 2.9 (0.5) 43.9 (1.6)

Mean
1904 3.06 (0.05)
1988 3.20 (0.05)*

FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 0.8 (0.4) 19.2 (1.0) 71.3 (1.7) fy.5 (1.4) 0.2 (0.1) 80 0 11.91 8.7 (1.4) 1.08 (0.03)
1988 0.6 (0.3) 20.9 (1.7) 65.7 (1.8) 12.5 (1.3)' 0.3 (0.1) 78.5 (1.7) 12.8 (1.3) 1.91 (0.03)

FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: HOLISTIC
(0) (I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1984 3.0(0 ((I IO 0 ((1 8) 21 5 (1.3) 297 (1 6) 23.3 (1.1) 8 9 (0.9) 9 (0 6) 35 0 (1 4)
1988 1.2 (0.51' 12 4 (1 4) 21.5 (1.3) 30 9 (1.4) 22.1 (1.7) '/.9 (1.2) 4.4 (0.7) 34.5 (2.1)

Mean
1904 2.97 (0.05)
1988 3 02 (0.06)

DISSECTING FROGS: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (I)

1984 1.0 (0 4) 14 4 (1.4)
1988 08 (0.2) 169 (1.7)

XYZ COMPANY: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (I)

1994 0 0 (0 0) 11( (1.41
1988 0.3 (02) 21 4 (141

(2)

73 9 (1 0)
65.9 (1.9)'

(2)

149 (1 5)
7 5 (0.8)

(3)

10 4 (1 2)
19.9 (411'

(3)

77 5 (1 91
70.7 (1.41

(4)

0 (0 2)
0.4 (0.2)

(4)

Not
Applicable)

(2,3,4)

84.6 (1.4)
82.2 (1.7)

(2,3,4)

84 3 (1 1)

78.3 (1.. l

(3,4)

10 6 (1.2)
16.3 (1.1)'

(3,4)

Mean

1.94 (0.0?.)
1.98 (0.02)

Mean

7 57 (0.01)
2.49 (0.03)

RADIO STATION: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (I) (2) (3) )4) (2,3.4) (3,4) (wean

1981 0 P (0.7) 2/21171 41 8 )1 81 :in (( 9) 00(1)21 77: 0 (I 7) 30.7 (1.9) 7 0,1 (0 0:3)
190(1 0 6 (0 PI 33 4 (1 5)* 40.8 (1.6) 24 8 (1.01 0 4 (0 2) 03).) (1.5)* 25 3 (1 Or 1.91 (0.02)'

APPLEBY HOUSE: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (I) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

199,1 0 .1 III II) 44 2 (<'. (:' ,1) h (0 ,K) 1 1,1 45 0 1;1.11 7../ (0 011)
198F1 0 3 (0.2) 102 40 9 (1 8) 47 4 (1 6) 1 3 (0 3, 00 ! (I II 48 7 (1.6) (0.02)

or4 (.1)(4-..%rtyllyv,),, it III(' 0!) h,, .1.1( kkroled 4,1(,)1.1rd ),( I i (I.P ehthe
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1Grade 11: Percentages of Students at Each Score Point, Means, and
Standard Errors for Items Scored by Primary Trait and Holistic Methods

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: PRIMARY TRAIT
Not Unsatls- Minimal Adequate

Rated factory Minimal Adequate Elaborated or Better or Better
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

1984 0.6 (0.4) 26 0 (2.41 56.8 (:3 0) 10.3 (22) 0 3 (0.3) 73.5 (2.5) 16.6 (2.0) 1.98 (0.04)
1988 2.9 (0.4) 29.3 (1.6) 47.3 (1.11) 19.7 (1;/) 0.8 (0.2) 67.8 (1.6) 20.5 (1.7) 1.86 (0.03)

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY: HOLISTIC
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1904 3.9 (0 7) 3 8 (0.5) 10.3 (1.1) 29.1 (1.4) 3:1.3(1.7) 14.4 (1.1) 52 (0.9) 52.8 (1.7)
1988 1.4 (0.?.) 3.1 (0.7) 11.4 (1.1) 24.7 (1.4) 39.8 (1 3) 16.3 (1.1) 3.3 (0.6) 59.3 (1.7)*

Mean
1984 3.48 (0 05)
1900 3.00 (0.04)

FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

19)14 1 6 (0 7) 13 6 (1 5) 11 4 (1 7) 1211(1 3) 061,.41 ¶14.8 (1.6) 1:3 4 (1 3) 1.97(0.03)
1988 t.s (0.4) B./ (1.2) (1.6) 13.7 (1.1) 0.5 (0.2) 89.9 (1.2) 14.2 (1.2) 2.03 (0.02)

FOOD ON THE FRONTIER: HOLISTIC
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (4,5,6)

1984 2..7 (0.5) 5.5 (0.1)) 131 (0.11) 25 6 (1 6) 30.8 (1.2) 16 4 ( 6.1 (1.1) 53.3 (1.8)
1988 1.0 (0.31 5.2 (0 9) 12.0 (1 () 28.3 (1.4) 34.4 (1.6) 15.5 (1.2) 3.5 (0.6) 53.5 (2.1)

Mean
1984 3.50 (0.05)
1988 3.51 (1'. 00)

SPACE PROGRAM: PRIMARY TRAIT

(0) (1)

1984 5.8 (1.1) 14.6 (1.8)
1988 3.2 (0.5) 17 511.5)

JOB APPLICATION: PRIMARY TRAIT

(0) (1)

198)1 1 . 4 1 0 4) 1 4 . 4 ( 1 7 )

1908 1.3 (0.4) 17 8 (016

(2)

54.1 (2 4)

51.5 (2.0)

16.2 (2.0)

17 5 (1.4)

(3)

73 (1.0)

26.9 (1 6)

(3)

65 4 (2.1)

64.4 (1 9)

(4)

II( (0.4)

1.0 (0.3)

(4)

(0.0)

4 1 (0.9)

(2,3,4)

79 6 (2.2)

79.4 (1 (1)

(2,3,4)

04 3 (1.6)

85.9 (1 0)

(3,4)

24.0 (1.8)
27.9 (1.6)

(3,4)

68 0 I2.1)

68.4 (1 7)

Mean

2.00)0.04)
2.05 (0.03)

Mean

2.54 (0.03)
2.57 (0.03)

APPLEBY HOUSE: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2)

(3) (4) (2,3,1) (3,4) Mean

1004 (0.5) 10 0 (1 3) )(,) .) 7 ,), 505(17) 71 (07) PI( A (1.3) 52 6 (1.9) 241 (00:11
1980 0 8 (0 3) 8.9 (1 . ) 37 0 (1 8) 1)2.0 (2.11 1.3 (0 4) 1)(1.3 (1.2) 53.3 (2.2) 2.44 (0.03)

BIKE LANE: PRIMARY TRAIT
(0) (1) (2) (3) (4) (2,3,4) (3,4) Mean

190)1 7 10 5 ) :if) / ( 1 0) 4 : ' 1 (11 /), 24 : , c,' 1, 9 6 (0 .1) (1/ 2 (1 7) ''''1)" 12-'1 1.07 .),
1083 () (() 4) 29.1 (2 1 ) 48 1 (2 0) 2 1 0 i 1 5) 0 Si m I) 69 4 (2 1) 21.4 (1 5) 1.90 (0.03)

'111()11 ". ; II)) 1 () lr r ( Or,/

6



Average Response Method (ARM) Means, Standard Deviations,
and Percentiles of Writing Distributions with Standard Errors

GRADE 4 1984 1988

WHITE

1984 1988

NATION
Mean 170.5 (1.7) 173.3 (1.3) Mean 177.2 (1.9) 180.0 (1.6)
od. Deviation 47.6 (1.5) 43.4 (1.1) Std. Deviation 45.7 (2.0) 41.8 (1.1)
Percentiles 5 89.5 (3.2) 101.4 (2.5) Percentiles 5 992 (3.9) 1102 (2.7)

10 108.1 (3.5) 116.9 (2.0) 10 116.9 (3.3) 126.0 (2.1)
25 138.6 (2.9) 143.6 (1.6) 25 146.3 (2.7) 151.6 (1.7)
50 17-3.4 (1.8) 174.4 (2.2) SO 179.2 (2.5) 181.0 (2.5)
75 20. .?. (1.5) 203.5 (2.0) 75 208.6 (2.8) 208.7 (2.0)
90 2253 1 (2.5) 228.5 (2.5) 90 234 0 (3.9) 232.6 (3.4)
95 246.t, (5.0) 243.3 (3.2) 95 25.2 (6.5) 247.6 (4.5)

MALE BLACK
Mean 165.0 (2.7) 164.3 (1.9) Mean 148.2 (4.0) 150.7 (3.1)
Std. Deviation 46.7 (1.3) 42.5 (12) Std. Deviation 47.0 (2.4) 42.4 (1.6)
Percentiles 5 86.8 (5.5) 93.7 (2.5) Percentiles 5 69.9 (9.1) 81.1 (8.4)

10 104.3 (3.5) 109.7 (2.5) 10 86.6 (7.0) 96.0 (5.8)
25 133.0 (3.9) 135.0 (1.7) 25 115.7 (5.41 121.8 (5.1)
50 166.4 (4.8) 165.6 (2.4) 50 149.5 (6.0) 150.5 (2.8)
75 1972 (2.3) 194.4 (2.6) 713 180.8 (4.2) 179.2 (.2.8)
IX) 225.0 (2.0) 218.7 (3.5) 90 208.0 (5.9) 206.2 (4.4)
95 239.1 (5.9) 232.7 (4.9) 95 224.7 (13.1) 220.4 (4.9)

FEMALE HISPANIC
Mean 176.7 (1.9) 182.4 (1.6) Mean 157.9 (4.5) 162.2 (3.6)
Std. Deviation 47.7 (2.1) 42.5 (1.4) Std. Deviation 48.0 !2.5) 43.1 (1.4)
Percentiles 5 92.1 (4.2) 110.6 (4.0) Percentiles 5 80.9 (17.3) 93.5 (5.4)

10 112.5 (4.5) 127.3 (2.4) 10 96.3 (8.1) 106.9 (3.9)
25 145.9 (5.8) 154.1 (2.1) 25 125.3 (5.2) 131.2 (4.6)
50 179.8 (1.9) 183.0 (1.8) 50 160.4 (5.4) 161.7 5.9)
75 209.8 (3.7) 211.7 (2.0) 75 190.2 (6.6 191.5 (7.4)
90 7.34.4 (3.8) 236.6 (2.3) 90 2.17.6 (7 4) 217.9 (5.5)
95 251.2 (4.5) 251.9 (5.6) 95 230.1 (!.5) 224.5 (6.1)

GRADE 8 1984 1988 1984 1908

NATION WHITE
Mean 212.4 (1.4) 2082 (0.8) Mean 217.9 (1.5) 213.1 (1.0:
Std. Deviation 45.3 (1.1) 40.1 (0.9) Std. Deviation 43.8 (1.3) 39.5 (0.9)
Percentiles 5 136.3 (3.0) 140 9 (15) Percentiles 5 144.6 (6.9) 146.4 (1.7)

10 153.3 (2.?.) 156.6 (2.8) 10 161.0 (2.3) 162.3 (2.8)
25 182.5 (1.3) 181.5 (1.2) 25 189.0 (2.0) 18/.6 (1.7)
SO 213.1 (1.'/) 208.9 (1.1) 50 219.1 (22) 213.7 (1.3)
75 243.6 (1.8) 235.6 (14 ) 75 247.6 (2.4) 240.1 (1.6)
90 269.4 (3.2.) 258.7 (1.7) 90 273 0 (2.4) 262.2 (2.4)
95 285.3 (3.8) 273.3 (1.9) 95 288.6 (3.9) 2172 (2.5)

MALE. BLACK
Mean 204.3 (2.4) 197.9 (1 4) Mean 1811 3 (4.1) 190.1 (2.3)
Std. Deviation 45.4 (2.1) 39.5 (1.2) Std. Deviation 43.7 (3.(i) :37.7 (1.8)
Percentiles 5 127 0 (4.7) 131.5 (3.5) Percentiles 5 114.6 (6 6) 127.7 (3.13)

10 143.9 (6.0) 146.3 (1 8) 10 134.3 (15.3) 141.4 (5.8)
25 173.2 (3.9) 171.1 (2.(1) 25 160 2 (02) 165.2 (2.4)
50 205.4 (2.4) 198.3 (1.7) 50 1138.0 (0.6) 181)9 (2.4)
75 235 7 (3.6) 22!; 1 (2.4) 75 217 6 (12.7) 215 6 (2.8)
90 261.6 (4.61 2,18.3 (2 0) 951 2449 (6 7) 238.6 (3 7)
95 277.3 (5.3) 261.2 (2.5) 95 260.9 (10.4) 251.7 (6.1)

FEMALE HISPANIC
Mean 220.5 (1.5) 218 2 11.11 Mean 1947 ((i.9) 197.2 13.21
Md. Deviation 4-3.7 (1.5) -18.2 ( 1 :1) Std. Deviation 45.7 (4 11 38 '/ (1 5)
Percentiles 5 148 1 (1.3) 154.4 (4 4) Percentiles .. 121.0 (13.2) 130.6 (8 2)

111 10,12 (4. (1 160.5 (3.4) 10 135.1 (7 0) 147.2 (44)
25 190 6 (1 (1) 102 8 0100 2. 1011.0 (1:1.0) 172.9 (4.9)
50 221 8 (3.0) 210.6 (2.3) 11) 193 0 (105) 1970 14 /I
75 ;,50 1 (2 (1) ;,144.0 (1.5) 7!; 223 3 (19 1) 22:1.4 (0.3;)

111) 2 /5 9 ("10) 2(1/.1 (2.5) 1)0 1"14 I (9.10 21,14 ci.n
95 290.3 (4.6) 280.0 (3.9) 05 2613.6 (12.1) 258.8 (5.1)

Jackknifed standard el rot:, Ire piesentcd ul pal(21411(ics

97



Average Response Methods (ARM) Means, Standard Deviations,
and Percentiles of Wrijng Distributions with Standard Errors

GRADE 11 1984 1966

WHITE

1,.7134 1988

NATION
Mean 723.0 (2.1) 220.7 (I ') Mean 229.1 (2.1) 225.3 1.3)
Std. Deviation 45.2 (1.0) 39.1 (1.2) Std. Deviation 43.8 (1.6) 37.9 (1.4)
Percentiles 5 le4.1 (3.6) 154.6 (2.7) Percentiles 5 155.5 (4 2) 161.5 (6.0)

10 164.0 (1.6) 170 7 (2.1) 10 177..9 (4.3) 176.8 (2.1)
25 192.7 (1.8) 195.8 (1.8) 25 200.4 (1.6) 200.8 (1.9)
SO 224.0 (2.3) 221.6 (1.4) 50 220 7 (2.2) 2262 (1.2)
75 254.3 (2.5) 247.3 (2.1) 75 259.7 (2.8) 250.7 (2.1)
90 280.1 (3.4) 269.6 (2.1) 90 284.4 (4.9) 273.0 (2.8)
95 296.3 (5.5) 283.2 (2.6) 95 299.8 (5.9) 286.0 (2.3)

MALE BLACK
Mean 211.9 (3.0) 211.1 (1.6) l'Aean 2042 (4.1) 206.9 (2.6)
Std. Deviation 45.3 (1.4) 39.1 (1.5) Std. Deviation 19.0 (3.9) 38.0 (1.7)
Percentiles S 136.8 (6.2) 145.0 (3.4) Percentiles 5 129.0 (13.0) 143.2 (6.5)

10 152 5 (3.1) 161.3 (4.2) 10 146.7 (11.6) 158.0 (3.2)
25 182.0 (3.8) 186.5 (1.9) 25 174.7 (5.4) 182.6 (4.1)
50 213.0 (3.3) 212.1 (1.5) 50 203.5 (4.8) 2.06.7 (2.5)
75 242.9 (3.7) 237.7 (2.2) 75 236.8 (5.5) 232.1 (4.1)
9C, 269.1 (3.4) 260 4 14.0) 90 261.9 (12.1) 2.57.1 (4.5)
95 2.84.6 (5.9) 274.0 (5.3) 95 276.1 (10.3) 267.7 (8.0)

FEMALE HISPANIC
Mean 234.5 (2.4) 229.2 (1.4) Mean 200.6 (4.6) 202.0 (32)
Std. Deviation 43.0 (1.3) 37.1 (1.2) Std. Deviation 45.7 (3.1) 41.1 (3.3)
Percentiles 5 162 2 (7.6) 167.8 (3.8) Percentiles 5 125 3 (31.1) 132.7 (8.1)

10 179.7 (3.8) 182.9 (2 8) 10 143.5 (9 1) 148.4 (13.8)
75 205.5 (3.0) 205.2 (2.1) 25 1692 (42) 176.6 (3.3)
50 235.1 (2 4) 221.9 (0.9) 50 201.9 (6.3) 201.8 (3.2)
75 264.0 (2.7) 254.5 (2.9) 75 330.8 (6.5) 229.4 (4.5)
90 289.1 (6.2) 275.6 (2.9) 90 257.1 (12.8) 253.4 (5.2)
95 303.8 (5.7) 288.3 (3.6) 95 273.3 (11.2) 268.1 (5.2)

Jakk!Uff 1,t,1'ICIdt I`P Pntr,)
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Grammar, Punctuation, and Spelling:
Trends in the Characteristics of Good and Poor Papers

Task Accomplishment

Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Trait) (Primary Trait)

Overall Fluency

Good Papers Poor Papers
(Holistic) (Holistic)

Year 384 1 A 2 4, 5, & 5 1, 2, 8 3

Number of words

Grade 4 1988 51.3 (4.2) 29.7 (1.3) 63.3 (3.81 29.0 (0.9)
1984 48.1 (2.1) 26.1 (0.8) 57.6 (2.4) 29.3 (0.8)

Grade 8 1988 109.4 (8.0)' 68.2 (2.5) 94.5 (2.5) 52.3 (2.0)
1984 88.1) (4.7) 63.3 (1.9) 97.7 (3.6) 49.9 (1.6)

Grade 11 1988 127.8 (5.6) 68.1 (2 2) 115.4 (2.5) 64.5 (2.5)
1984 133.3 (7.2) 83.5 (1.7) 114.6 (4.5) 65.1 (3.1)

Word length

Grade 4 1988 4.0 (0.1) 4 0 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 3.9 (0.1)
1964 3.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 3.9 ((l.1) 3.9 (0.1)

Grade 8 1088 4.2. (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)
1984 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)

Grade 11 1988 4 3 (0.1) 4.3 ((l.1) 4.4 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1)
1984 4 4 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.4 (0.1) 4.2 (0.1)

Number of sentences

Grade 4 19138 3.8 (0.3) 2.4 (0 2) 4.8 (0.4) 2.3 (0.1)
1984 3.9 (0.3) 2 3 (0.1) 4.5 (0 4) 2.4 (0.1)

Grade 8 19118 6.4 (0 71 5.2 (0.3)* 7 3 (0.4) 3.7 ((l.2)
1984 7.4 (0.8) 4.3 (0.2) 7.2 (0.5) 3.6 (0.3)

Grade 11 1988 8.7 (0.7) 5.4 (0.2) 7.1 (0.2) 4.5 (0.3)
1984 8.5 (0.5) 5.1 (0.1) 7.3 (0.3) 3.9 (0.2)

Number of words per sentence

Grade 4 1988 15.0 (1.4) 14.9 (0.7) 15.5 (1.4) 15.3 (0.7)
1094 15 8 (0.7) 14.5 (0.5) 15.5 (1.0) 14.7 (0.4)

Grade 8 1058 20 2 (2.7) 16.3 (0.5) 15.9 (0.7) 16.9 (0.7)
1984 15.7 (0.9) 17.3 (0.4) 16.2 (0.7) 17.5 (0.7)

Grade 11 1988 16 8 (0 6) 18 0 (0.(3) 17.6 (0.4) 18.2 (1.1)
1984 16.1 (0.5) 18.6 (0.6) 16.5 (0.9 20.1 (1.3)

Number of errors

Grade 4 1958 5.1 (0 6) 5 3 (0 3) 6.2 (0.8) 5.0 (0 4)
1184 6.1 (04) 4.5 (0 2) 6 4 (0 7) 4.7 (0 2)

Grade 8 1088 7 0 (0.8) 7.0 (0.5)* 11.6 (0 8) 5.8 (0.3)
1981 10 4 (1 7) 11 6 (0 3) 8.7 (0 81 5.7 (0.7)

Grade 11 1088 8.1 (1.2) 5 4 (0 4) 5.7 (0 5) GA (0 8)
1984 7.1 (0.7) 5.9 (0.2) 6.4 (0.4) 6.5 (0.5)

Error rate

()hew 4 13811 10 0 (0 6)1 3)1 0 (1 131 10.4 (I.5) 19 (1 11.7)
9194 14 :3 (1:3) 11 8 (0 1) 11.9 (2.3)) 17.8 (0 8)

Grade 8 1938 6.6 (09)4 r,,;,. (I 4) 11.4 (2.5) 12 2 (0.7)
13314 1 : : 1 1 (2 ))) 10.0 (0 7 ) 10 1 (1 ?) 1311 (( .5)

Grade 1 1 !i1118 1 0 4 1 ) 1 0 (0 01 6 0 ( 1 1 ) 11 3 (1 9)
1984 6.7 (3.2) 7.9 (0.4) 6 7 (0 9) 10 4 (0.9)

.13 ti, are 11)(''.erited m 1.)Jr(iiitliiiii-ips
1),(1,1 I'm (pad() 4 arelaiya:1 on diffciririt Irk than (1,11,1 frir yradc, ti and 11
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Trends In Sentence Errors for Good and Poor Papers

Year

Percentage run-on sentences

1988
Grade 4

1984

1988
Grade 8

1984
1988

Gra.' I 1

1984

Percentage fragments

Grade 4 1988
1984

Grade 8 1988
1984

Grade 1) 1988
1984

Percentage sentences with agreement errors

1988
Grade 4

1984
1988

Grade 8
1984
1988

Grade 11
1984

Percentage awkward sentences

1988
Grade 4

1984
1988

Grade 8
1984

1088
Grade 11

1984

Task Accomplishment
1

Good Papers Poor Papers
(Primary Trait) (Primary Trait)

3 & 4 1 &2

16.1 (4.2) 17.5 (2.7)
18.3 (3.0) 14.9 (1.7)
7.5 (4.5) 8.4 (1.3)
6.6 (1.7) 7.5 (0.9(
2.8 (0 6) 4 4 (1.1)
3.2 (0.9) 5.1 (0 8)

3 7 (1.2) 6.6 (1.51
3.0 (0.7) 3.4 (0.7)
0.7 (0.5)" 42 (0.6)
7.2 (2.1) 3.1 (0.5)
3.0 (1.0) 2.9 (0.6)
4.2 (1.5) 3.0 (0.5)

1.7 (0 7) 3.9 (0.8)
4.9 (1.5) 3.8 (0.7)
0.9 (0.5)* 3.4 (0.6)
5.8 (1.6) 3.0 (0.7)
2.3 (0.1) 2.4 (0.5)
1.9 (0.7) 3.3 (0.6)

25.8 (3.3) 33.2 (3 1)
20.7 (3.1) 26.4 (2.2)
36.6 (7 .2) 37.9 (2.0)
23.1 (3.7) 33.4 (1.8)
21.4 (1.6) 24.1; (1.6)'
24.8 (2.1) 32.8 (2.0)

Overall Fluency

Good Papers Poor Papers
(Holistic) (Holistic)
4, & 6 1, 2, & 3

7.8 (2.1) 20.0 (2.7)
13.5 (2.8) 16.3 (1.7)
7.2 (1.7) 9.3 (1.8)
4.9 (0.9) 9.4 (1.6)
1.8 (0.4) 8.5 (2.5)
3.7 (1.1) 8.3 (2.2)

3.6 (1.1) 5.3 (1.4)
.6 (0.6) 3.6 (0.6)

3.1 (0.6) 4.8 (1.0)
3.4 (0.8) 3.3 (0.8)
1.5 (0.6) 3.8 (1.1)
3.1 (0.6) 5.8 (1.5)

2.5 (1.3) 3.5 (0.7)
4.9 (1.7) 4.0 (0.8)
3.3 (0.8) 3.2 (0.8)
3.6 (0.8) 3.0 (1.0)
1.6 (0.3) 3.6 (0.9)
2.0 (0.5) 4.7 (1.5)

28.0 (4.7) 32.4 (3.11
20.6 (3.3) 25.5 (2.5)
30.4 (2.0)' 42.4 (2.6)
23.5 (2.6) 38.1 (2.8)
19.5 (1.6) 30.6 (2.1)
22.8 (1.6) 39.2 (3.9)

Trends in Word-Level Errors for Good and Poor Papers

Year

Percentage misspelled words

1988
Grade 4

1904
1998

Grade 8
1984
1989

Grade II
1084

Percentage word-cholce errors

1 wi 1
(Made 4

198,1

1988
Grade 8

198,1

1098
Cnacic 11

1994

Percentage capitalization errors

1901)
(',rack 4

199,1

194,,8
Cr J(le 1984

1986
Grade 11

1984

Task Accomplishment
r -"I
Good Papers Poor Papers

(Primary Trait) (Primary Trait)
3 & 4 I & 2

4.8 (0 (1)' 11 0 (0.9)
'Lb (0.0) 9.1 (0.5)
2 5 (0.7) 4 4 (0 :))
4 13 (0 9) 3 7 (0.2)

4 ((1 (1) 2.3 (0.3)
.,.. (RS) 2.5 (0.1)

(l..i Ii) I) 0 0 (0 1)
0.5 (0 1 ) 0.9 (0 1 )
0 1 , ((1 2) 0 9 10 1)
0 9 (0 2) 0 7 (0.1)
0 8 (0 -3) 0 7 (0 1)
0.6 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)

0 : 3 ((1 1 ) 1 0 (0 4)
0 7 (0 : 1 ) 0 8 ( 1 ) -,!)

0 2 (I) I) 0 C (0.2)
I 2 (0 5) 0 4 (0 2)

0 f; (0 6) (1 :1 (0 1)
0 ".3 (0 2) 0.2 (0 1)

Overall Fluency
I-
Good Papers Poor Papers

(Holistic) (Holistic)
4, 5, & 6 I, 2, & 3

4.4 ((l.6) 10.6 (0.0)
5 3 (0.9) 0.2 (0.5)
3.4 (0.4) 5.1 (0.3)
3 5 (9.3) 4.5 (0.5)
1.7 (02) 3.3 (0 4)
1 7 (0.2) 3.8 (0.4)

0.6 (0 2) 0.6 (0.1)
0 8 (0 2) 0.8 (0.1)
0.8(02) 0.0 (0 1)
11 7 ((.1) 1.0 (0 P.)
0 !1 (0 1) I 2 9)21"
0.7 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1)

0 4 (0 3) 0.9 (0 4)
0.6 (0 4) 0 8 (0 2)
1.0 (0.5) 0 4 (1) 1)
0 1 (0 ?) 1)6 (0.3)
0 4 (0 P.) 0 fi (0 31
0.3 (0.1) 0.2 (02)

,.0101(.1;0' vo , aI thi 61 level
1),r,OCI on a filffrfellt lVittuvi 111,511,11),i for (Jr-miffs fi JOti 1 1
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Trends in Punctuation Errors for Good and Poor Papers

Year

Total punctuation errors per 100 words

Task Accomplishment

Good Papers
(Primary Trait)

3 & 4

Overall Fluency

Good Papers Poor Papers
(Holistic) (Holistic)
4, 5, & 6 1, 2. & 3

Poor Papers
(Primary Trait)

& 2

G-ade 4 1988 1.7 (0.2) 3.7 (0.5) 1.8 (0.3) 3.4 (0.5)
1984 1.9 (0.2) 3.0 (0.3) 1.8 (0.3; 2.9 (0.2)

Grale 8 1988 1.3 (02) 1.9 (02) 1.7 (0.2) 2.0 (0.2)
1984 1.8 (0.2) ..0 0.1) 1.7 (0.2) 2.2 (0.2)

Grade 11 1988 1.9 (0.41' 1.9 (0.4) 1.3 (0.1) 2.3 (0.3)

1984 1.0 (0.1) 1.8 (0.1) 1.4 (0.2) 2.1 (0.3)

Punctuation omitted per 100 words

Grade 4 1988 1.6 (0.2) 3.5 (0.5) 1.7 (0.3) 32 (0.5)
1984 1.7 (0.3) 2.7 (02) 1.8 (0.3) 2.5 (0.2)

Grade 8 1988 1.1 (0.2) 1.5 (0.2) 1.4 (0.2) 1.6 (0.2)

1984 1.4 (0.2) 1.4 (0 1) 1.3 (0.1) 1.7 (0.2)

Grade 11 1988 1.5 (0.3)* 1.5 (0.4) 1.0 (0.1) 1.8 (0.3)
1984 0.7 (0.1) 1.4 (0.1) 1.0 (0.2) 1.15 (0.3)

Wrong punctuation per 100 words

Grade 4 11.88 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.0)

1184 0.2 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.0 (0.0) 0.3 (0.1)
Dade 8 11)88 02 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4(0.1k

1901 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1)
Grade 11 198/ OA (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.3 (0.0) 0.5 (0.1)

1984 0.3 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1)

'Shims 'italeiheally idehlint intfi.defir lielv,reen yele.11 the 00 level. Jackknifed standard errors are presented in parentheses. Data grade 4 are
based on a different writing task than data for ctrades 8 and 11
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Grammar, Punctuation, and Spelling:
Trends in the Characteristics of Papers by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Number of words

Year

Race/Ethnicity

Black White

Gender

Male Female

Grade 4 1988 31.9 (1.6)1 3'1.8 (2.2) 31.0 (1.5)1 41.4 (3.2)
1984 30.9 (2.3) 34.2 (1.2) 29.9 (1.2)1 37.3 (1.4)

Grade 8 1988 62.2 (2.3)1 73.0 (3.1) 58.3 (2.6)1 83.2 (3.6)
1984 58.0 (42)) 68.3 (2.1) 58.6 (2.2)1 74.8 (2.8)

Grade 11 1988 90.1 (3,9)* 99.0 (3.1) 86.7 (3.8)1 105.0 (3.2)
1984 79.3 (4.0)) 96.3 (3.0) 80.1 (2.5)t 105.3 (3.7)

Word length

Grade 4 1988 4.0 (0.1) 3.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1)
1984 4.0 (0.1) 3.9 (0 1) 3.9 (0.1) 4.0 (0.1)

Grade 8 1988 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)
1984 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1) 4.1 (0.1)

Grade 11 1988 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1)
1984 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1) 4.3 (0.1)

Number of sentences

Grade 4 1988 2.6 (0.1) 2.9 (0.2) 2.5 (0 2) 3.1 (0.3)
1984 2.6 (0.4) 2 7 (0.1) 2.4(0.1)t 3.0 (0.2)

Grade 8 1988 4.2 (0.3)1 5.5 (0.4) 4.2 (0.3)1 6.3 (0.4)
1984 3.7 (0.3)1 5.0 (0.3) 4.0 (0.3)1 5.4 (0.3)

Grade 11 1988 5.7 (0.2) (3.2 (0.:3) 5.6 (0.3)1 6.6 (0.3)
1984 4.5 (0.3)1 6.1 (02) 4.9 (0.2)1 6.6 (0.2)

Number of words per sentence

Grade 4 1988 142 (0.8) 156 (0.9) 14.2 (0.7) 16.2 (1.1)
1984 14.8 (0.6) 15.0 (0.5) 15.1 (0.6) 14.6 (0.5)

Grade 8 1988 10.5 (1.1)1 15.'1 (0.6) 16.6 (013) 16.5 ((1.5)
1984 19 3 (1.2)1 16.3 (0.4) 182. (0.8)1 16.0 (0.4)

Grade 11 1988 17.9 (0.7)* 1E3.0 (0.5) 18.2 (07) 17.4 (0.5)
1984 20.3 (0.8) 1 17.6 (0.6) 19.2 (0.9)1 ILO (0.5)

Number of errors

Grade 4 19(38 5 (1 (0.4) 5 3 (0 4) 4 9 (0.5) 5.6 (0.3)
1984 ((.4 (0.8)1 4.3 (0 2) 4.7 (0.3) 5 2 (0.3)

Grade 8 1988 7 0 (0 5) 6'1 (0 5) 6 3 (0.4) 7.8 (0.7)
1981 6.2 (0 5) 6.3 (0 7) 6 0 (0.5) 66 (0.6)

Grade 11 1988 6 6 (0.5) 5.5 (0 5) 6 1 (n 6) 5 9 (0 6)
1981 6.7 (0.6) 5.8 (02) 6.1 (0.2) 6.2 (0.3)

Error rate

Grade 4 1933 20 7 (1.5) 172 (1 9) 7.0 1 (2.2) 15.3 (1.2)
19134 24 6 (2 011 14.3 10.1) 181 (14) 15 5 (0 9)

Grade 8 1038 1 1 '/ ( 1 1. ) 1 0 7 (0.1) 1?..1 (0.8) 11 5 (2.1)
1981 13 1 (I 2) 10 0 (1 2) 11 :3 (12 9.6 (0 9)

Grade 1 1 1914.8 (1 6 (0 t i ) 1 .1 ( I 21 8 1 ( 4 1 , ) i 5 (1 4)
1984 10.4 (1 5)1 69 (0.3) 8.5 (0.5)1 6 9 (0.5)

*!-)how:, int ddfemnre 606.vyri ye in, II) OG It".el

;t,;h,(n ally ,Ignificant 011 feience between ,,ti-J0r(611); within year at the .0(3 level 181a( k cornpdred will While. male
cornimt(' 0 feralp)

.1dckkuitc(1 st.1161,6-(1 Inn rittu.nite(1 .71 p irrnt1),A,,

Data for grade 4 ale based on a ifiltvreilt writing ta! k than data fon wide', II and I I
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Trends in the Use of Sentence Types by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Year

Percentage run.on sentences

1988
Grade 4

1984
1988

Grade 8
1984
1988Grade 11
1984

Percentage sentence fragments

1988
Gradr 4

1984
1988

Grade 8
1984
1988

Grade 11 1984

Percentage sentences with agreement errors

Grade 4
1988
1984

Grade 8
1988
1984

Grade 11
1988
1984

Percentage awkward sentences

1908
Gra,

19/14

1088
Grade 8

1984
1988

Grade 11
1984

Race/Ethnicity

White Black

18.7 (71 1) 18.0 (2.7)
12.7 (r.. ') 15.0 (1.5)
11.3 (2.1 1 5.7 (0.9)
7.7 (2.4) 5.7 (0.8)
57(1.1) 3 6 (1.1)
:11 (1.7) 5.0 (0.8)

4.9(1.3) 4.9 (1.3)
4.7 (1.5) 3.0 (0.6)
4.1 (0.9) 4.1 (0.7)
4.9 (1.4) 3.4 (0.6)
4 1 (1 0) 2.3 (0.5)
5.1; (1.1)1 2.6 (0.4)

8.2 (1.5) 2.1 (0.7)
10.3 (2.6) 3.0 (0.7)
7.7 (1.8) 2.5 (0.6)
3.7 (1.3) 32 (0.7)
5.1 (0.9) 1.5 (0 4)
3.6 (0.9) 2 8 (0.6)

39.5 (3.6)1 26.8 (2.7)
42.4 (52)3 20.4 (2.1)
46.4 (2 9)3 34.9 (2.0)
45.4 (5.0)t 28.1 (1.1)
31.0 (2.1)3 208 (1.7)*
38,1 (5,1) 28.3 (1.8)

Gender

Male

17.3 (3.6)
14.4 (2.1)
9.2 (2.0)
8.6 (1.4)
'1.7(1.7)
5.3 (1.2)

5.5 (1.5)
35 ((.0)
4.5 (1.1)
3.8 (0.9)
2.7 (0.5)
3.9 (0.8)

3.4 (0.9)
3.5 (0.8)
1.0 (0.6)
3.1 (0.8)
2..4 (0.6)
4.1 (1.0)

33.1 (3.8)
77,0.4 (2.6)

39.9 (2.7)
34.4 (2.4)
27.4 (1.6)3*
35.1 (2.5)1

Female

16.8 (2.2)
l'1.2 (2.2)
7.5 (1.4)
6.0 (1.0)
2 6 (0.6)
4 4 (1.0)

4.5 (1.11
3.1 (0.6)
3.6 (0.7)
3.17. (0.6)

7.1 (0.8)
2.6 (0.5)

3.1 (0.9)
4.7 (1.1)
3.4 (0 9)
3.7 (0.9)
2.3 (0.6)
1.8 (0.3)

28.8 (2.3)
24.1 (2.2)
35.7 (2.2)*
29.7 (1.7)
20.8 (1.7)*
27.5 (2.0)

Trends in Word-Level Errors by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Year

Percentage misspelled words

Race/Ethnicity

White Black Male

Gender

Female

Grade 4
1988 9.2 (0.8) 92 (1.0) 10.0 (1.1) 83 (0.7)
1904 10 :3 (1.0) 7 7 (0.6) 9 7 (0.8) / 6 (0.5)

Grade 8
008 4 0 (0.3) 4.2 (0.3) 5.0 C%-3) 3 1 (0.4)

1. 94 4.1 (0.9) 3.8 (0,3) 4.5; (0 4) 17. (0 3)

Grade 11
1988 2.3 (0.3) 2.1 (0.3) 2 6 (0.4) 2.0 (0 3)
1904 2.5 (0.3) 2.3 (0.1) 2.9 (0.2) 2.0 (0.2)

Percentage word choice errors

Grade 4
1980 1.0 (0 21 0 2 (0.1) 0 6 (0.1) 0 7 (0.1)
1984 2 0 (0-4) 0.9 (0 1) 0 7 (0.1) 0.9 (0.1)

Grade 8
1988 1 :3 (02.) 0 / 1) 0 0 (0 1) 0 9 (0.2)
1904 1 4 (0 4) 0 6 (0.1) 0.7 (0.11 0 8 (0 1)

Grade 11
1980 1 1 (0 21 0.6 (0 0.1 (al) 00 (1.) 1)

1984 1.2 (0.2) 0.6 (0 1) 0.7 (0.1) 0.7 (0.1)

Percentage capitalization errors

Grade 4 1999 0 0 (0.11 0 10 4) 1 1 (0 5) 04 (0 I)
1904 1 0 (0 0) 0 6 (0.1) 0 0 (0 2) 0./ (02)

Grade 8
1988 0 3 (0.1). 0 9 (0 2) 0 9 (0 2) 07 (04)
1984 0 1 (0 2) 0 6 (0 3) 0.7 (0.3) 0 4 (II 2)

Grade 11
198(3 0 3 (0 1) n 4 (0.2) 0.4 (1) 2) 0.9 (0 2)
1904 0.5 (0.3) 02(0.1) 02 (0.1) 0.2 (0 1)

:,;(jrcheant diner enw bel,,(,e((n year-, If.,V1

s:inific ant difference between subgroups y(yr the 09 level (Black «tunpar cd wdh White. malt
comp:trud wan female)
.lacklonfcif standard errors are presented in parentheses. Data fon grade 4 are based on a different v.,r(ting ta:,Ic than data for grades
F3 and 11.
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Trends in Punctuation Errors by Race/Ethnicity and Gender

Year

Total pInctuation errors per 100 words

Race/Ethnictty

Black White

Gender

Male Female

Grade 4 1988 4.7 (0.8) 2.8 (0.4) 4.0 (0.6) 2.2 (0.3)
1984 3.4 (0.4) 2.5 (0.31 2.8 (0.3) 2.6 (0.3)

Grade 8 1988 2.0 (0.2) 1.7 (0.2) 2.0 (0.2) 1.7 (0.2)
1984 2.8 (0.4) 1 . 7 (0.21 1 9 (0 2 \ 1.8 (0 2)

Grade 11 1988 1.7 (0.1)' 1.9 (0.4) 2.3 (0.7) 1.5 (0.2)
1984 2.3 (02) 1.6 (0.2) 1.8 (0.2) 1.' (02)

Punctuation omitted per 100 words

Grade 4 1988 4.2 (0.7) 2.7 (0.4) 3.8 (0.6)* 2.1 (0.3)
1984 2.9 (0.4) 22. (0.2) 2.4 (0.3) 2.5 (0.3)

Grade 8 19118 1.7 (0.2) 1.4 (0.2) 1.6 (0.2) 1.3 (0.1)
1984 2.5 (0.4) 1.2 (0.1) 1.5 (0.1) 1.4 (0.1)

Grade 11 1988 1.3 (OA)* 1.5 (0.4) 1.9 (0.7) 1.2 (0.2)
1984 LB (0.1) 1.2 (0.1) 1,4 (0.2) 1.3 (0.2)

Wrong punctuation per 100 errors

Grade 4 1933 0.5 (0.2) 0.1 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1)
19114 0.5 (0.3) 0.2 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1)

Grade 8 1968 0.3 (0.1) 0.3 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1)
1984 0.4 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.5 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1)

Grade 11 1988 0.3 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1) 04 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1)
1984 0.5 (0.1) 0,3 (0.0) 0.4 (0.1) 0.4 (0.1)

ginfit ant cHtureiii,ii 1,,:tvieen ,,car, at the 35 level Jackknifed standard errors are presented in parentheses. Data for grade 4 are
based on a different writing task than data fur graas 13 and I 1
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Trends in 9 -Year -Old Students' Writing Achievement, 1974-84

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED r;NIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

P496,_

"Z t
4t. S

Will' 4
PU WV LETTER

DAI_S

.;,

GOOSk

74 79 84

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER
ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

AUNT MAY
111111114smainamme

PUPPY LETTER
Ilir11111111111

14,1;:rraiw ,i : . GOLDFISH" , FIREFLIES-.4.

DALI
HOLE IN BOX 1010111111ftwan

74 79 84

INFORMATIVE WRITING
Brief Description of task

AGES ASSESSMENT
YEARS

Describe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dah
for a friend who has never seen it.

9,13,17 1979,84

PERSUASIVE WRITING
Brief Description of Task

Write a lettur convincing the landlord you should
net M keep your puppy

9 1974-79

Write a letter to your favorite aunt, MIS Call her 9 t979 -84
'Aunt May Convince her you aro old enough
to travel alone to rorne visit her.

IMAGINATIVE WRITING
Brief Description of Task

Write a story about the picture of a girl trying
to catch fireflies.

What would it be like to be something besideS 9 1974-79
a person liken goldfish, airplane, horse or tree?

Imagine yourself in the picture of a box with a 9,13,17 1974-79-84
hot() in it and an eye peeking through the opening.
Describe the scene and how you feel about

Write a story about the picture of a kangaroo 9 1974-79
lumping over a fence.

NOTE For results reported in t979, responses to a given task were rated
either for task accomplishment (primary frail) or fluency (holistically), not
both F-rrr results reported al 1984, response.; were rated torrid both reeltirx1s.
kJ 1974-79, the writing tasks and detailed results are contained in Is'AEFA's
previous writing trend reports published by the Education Commissior of the
Slates.

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS !N
TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCALE
(4, 5, or 6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
(Holistic)

A (mrMAY

OL%

HOLE
7v-A r: r,,,,,,

n IN

74 79 84

AGES

9

ASSESSMENT
YEAFIS

1974 -79
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Trends in 13-Year-Old Students' Writing Achievement, 1974-84

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

PR/Ap,

70 --4t7-'41311--

144111111111111411114111441" RAINY DAY

NOSE

ciOY,

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER
ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

LOSS

LOSS

1-10(p rN

74 79 84

INFORMATIVE WiliFFING
Buol Oescophoo of Task

Describe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dail
for a friend who has never seen it

Describe a place you know ibritit such as the
Empire Stale Building. a mantic wheat field or
a sports stadrum

PF.:.11SUASIVEWItt I INO
(fool Description of 1,+ k

Write your pruicipal a Id ror ciboul the one thing
in your school that rhoub I be changed and how
it would improve your scl,,n1

Convince the principal to giv,"/011 Elie Avant
session of your choice morning or alteriloon

106

RAINY DAY

sE.S1OS

74 79 841

AGE

9.13,17

13.17

Assr NE-

VE AllE;

1979-84

1974-79

1974.79

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCALE
(4, 5, or 6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
(Holistic)

DESCRIP&

OW
/

0`'S\ON

SCA)

7974 84

IMAGINATIVE WHITING
Hoof Vescopfron of Task

Imagine yourself in the picture of a box with a
hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening.
f tescribe !he scene and how you fed about it

Pretend you saw it was a rainy day Wnte about 13 1974-79
how a rainy school inorrung makes you feel.

Tell haw it feels to lose something or
someone of :Teem! importance

NOT E For results reported in 1979, responses to a given task were rated
either for task accomplishment (primary bait) or fluency (holistically), not
both I .or results reported in 1984, responses were rated using both methods

13.17 1979-84 E ^r 1974-79. the writing tasks anti cNtailed results are contained in NAFIrs
writing trend reports published by the Education Commission of the

Stales

AGES ASSESSMENT
YEARS

9,13,17 1974-79-84

13 1974-79
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Trends in 17-Year-Old Students' Writing Achievement, 1e74-84

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED MINIMAL OR BETTER ON
TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

STORK

spat sessl°"

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
RATED ADEQUATE OR BETTER
ON TASK ACCOMPLISHMENT
(Primary Trait)

ELECTRIC BLANKET

GRAPE PEELER

HOLE IN

GRAPE
PEELER

74 79 84

INF(.)11MATIVE WHI IINU
Biro! Description of 'ask

flescribe a surrealistic painting by Salvador Dal'
for a friend who has never seen it

Write a letter explaining that you should not be
billed every month for the electric blanket you
nevar recoived

Describu a place you know fibOtil rich ,I;; the
1:1111),0! Blitkilf19, a gigantic wheal held or
a sports stadium

PERSUASIVE WI-II rim;
Ma)! Dom:notion nt Task

t;oppoll or oppose a olio, I() convert ;1(101(11mm)
info ;1 student recreation renter

Conner' it.P the pfint.pril 10 !PVC yeti lie :,1,110(11
session of your choice morning or afternoon.

noes

4 79

Asst -sske:N7

9.13.17 1979-84

17 1974-79

13,17 187179

17 1974-79

13.1/ 19/9684

84

IMAGINATIVE WRITING
firiot Oescriplion of Task

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS IN
TOP HALF OF FLUENCY SCAI E
(4, 5, or 6 ON SIX-POINT SCALE)
(Holistic)

/./04

- /No
04-

OP- s
bESCRta

Gy\>

4'`''

74 79

AGES ASSESSMENT
YFAFIS

Imagine yourself in the [Actor° of a box with a 9,13,17 1974-79-84
hole in it and an eye peeking through the opening.
Describe tho scone and how you feel about it

I ook at the picture of 1 stork and make up a story 17 1974-79
;Mout how it appeared in your neighborhood.

Have fun mita ig a letter to whim your
gold-plated grape (Kmiec

l'E For results reported to 1919, responses to given task were rated
either for task accomplishment (primary trait) or fluency (holistically), not
both For results repot ted in 1984, responses wore fatlYi Mill() both methods.
For 1974-79, the writing taste', and detailed results Iu 'attained in NAEI's
plovioirs writing frond reports publishml by the Education Commission of the
tales.

17 1974-79

I
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